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I cii 2 .rtor X 

Introduction 

befinlticn of rxccutlve ..va3.u--itlon 

Gincc our civf ?. iso.tirn bo;.>?ji.ri# vc had cval'i ticn in 

tiriia i'ovn but vory lit tie dnvelo:in this field been 

dona until the lart hc.lf centai^% /Talu' tion of iudi-Viduals 

{;occ on under -■’.aiy different ouch a« ^erlt rating, 

i';fficiGncy ratfuJij, Icyeo aporaisrl, eorvico ratin', per- 

coirfi imrentoiy, on'-lcyec pr<5gre.-s report, and '^s«,ny oVier 

titles too nunerous to ^nention here. 

/ 

Individual f^vr-vliu tion of execute lu s hcen defined in 
^any '/uyu* Fcrha .0'the ?:^oet co--'" rchenslve definition is that 
if halsey vmich is: 




.«,an orderly, systO'r’atic and carefully con¬ 
sidered analysis and evaluation of a person’s serv¬ 
lets, based on both observations over a cons5der.hle 
period of tire ^^nd a study of all available object¬ 
ive records of p«i'for''’ance snd behavior.^ 


j. .jliyhtly di.’fercnt ernphanis is placed by .vno*v>rIes and 
^hor.'von on the r-attex* of evaluation* They s^y; *'.**(lt 
is) a ,c/otera for discovery nnd clascification of the indi¬ 
vidual difforoncos frnnng enploycos Ono of the Icv-d- 

inr authorities in the industrial vcrld h»a expanded the de- 
i’ir.ition to cover al. cot every f-cet of evaluation. 

To pro'-’ote oyste.-jutic rnalysic of the perfor- 
ru^nce’uncl abllitioD und capacities of enpicyoeo in 


^ ""uVlni.'t and UsiTit>: Industrial service x.tinc s» George O, Hulsey, 
I harp-or and Lrothers, dovv' iorh, 1944, p*r. 

p- ent of -vsa o* end ..obert D« Thomson, 

The hachillan Cempany, li'm*/ York, 1943, p.l44* 
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order tint e ?..loyees i nd nan^-.,;e'ient ;.‘y ‘be kept in- 
forned concerning cm loyee^s progreco in their work 
and their 09 ' ortunitics and \ o;, n and nc nz of iiAprove- 
»':ent; ... (It) is designed to encourage and facili¬ 
tate iuti'x to and }:crsoir:vl rclationohl. s hebwoen 
supervisor and e"nployeG and to provide the uniform 
and noth.odic 1 j’ceording of o , lo: ee rrocress,- 

Ihin particular dofiniticn ircludes, in the second scntenccj 

I 

•on inference v;hicli is pertinent to ihia ^tudy, i.e. tie en- 
I courag^r :ijt and faciiit; tier*, of reZ tionslnpo hotv^eon super- 
•V i c or end c'r: 3 or s' va » 

Vo sura-^-'rir.c the dofiniticn of executive evaluation 

ar. that tool vhich envables man.. CTAent to evaluate the e.^nloy- 
' cc with rec- ect to the organiseticn oy the most orderly 
m.r t'.:od, 

Jr: rrtarxce o.f Executive Evaluo-tion 

The importance of cvalua,ticn of executives can ncvci’ he 
too ; ‘ Tangly strocned. Although we live today in an era of 
th.f^ ml liturgy and industrial loaders and 

those through''ut the ’world arc reelisii:g ’.ore and rcore the 
re.t inr-ortance of the individual ixi achieving success in 
ciiy ty '0 of undertak,iii^, whether it he 'business or militaiy 
jin ch-'racter, ,hc prime requisite in achieving this success 
is the proper selection and placement of xjaroonnel. I’or .nany 
y*-:.rf.j "businesses laced reliance in the c.bilitiec of '^ne or 
tvo ir.dividu;:}s to . r y •''rly cv.-.luj to the job a d the .ran. 

|T:>d -y, guides to usoist in fhe evolution of D/.rj eyecutivc 

-1 l.gns for hs.ijr.g l->'rlc’-~ees .. iiation'-l Industrie.! Conference 
I '‘orrd Inc., .tu'.'r-o in Personnel ."olic" fo. C, hcv/ York, 
June p,5. 


I 
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are available. But, it must be realized that the results 
obtained from using these guides are directly dependent on 
the skill with which they are used and the acceptance by both 
the rater and the ratoe of the principles involved in evalu¬ 
ating personnel# ’’The mechanics of rating are so easy} accu¬ 
rate judgement so difficult#"^ 

! S’requently vxe find employees, and occassionally even 

f 

executives, who utterly fail to understand the underlying 
theory behind evaluation techniques and the uses to vrhich 
evaluations are put# It is felt that this occassional mis¬ 


understanding arises from the methods used by siiiall business¬ 
men who evaluate their personnel without resorting to the use 
of a guide for assistance as required in a larger esto.blish- 
ment. One of the outstanding successful businessmen in the 
United States, Edvard R# Stettinius, Jr# has written: 


hen, the prime necessity and supreme asset of 
any business are rarely evaluated among its assets. 
Granting that it is difficult to evaluate human 
beings with exactness, isn’t it strange that while 
large organizations maintain precise inventories of 
physical properties and materials, men - and prin¬ 
cipally executives and leaders - infrequently enter 
into the formal equation#^ 


E|Valuation of employees has become a requisite of good man¬ 


agement-employee relations because it avoids arbitrary atti- 

s 

tildes on the part of sux>ervisors, it praSrides top-management 
v/ith a guide for promoting personnel to positions of greater 


1 Counseling Techniques in College and secondary School , 

xiuth Strang, Harpf^r and Brothers, Hev/York, 1937, p*97# 
lien Vlanted , Erances Haule, Eunk and V/agnalls Co#, ITew York, 
1937, p#xix of introduction vfritten by Edward R, otettinius,Jr# 
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|aut. ority, and it provides a p;uide for the placeiTir'nt of in¬ 
dividuals so as to enhance their value to the org;anization# 

The "benefits to he derived fron an evalu^. tion system hy both 
manafto-ent and emplo yees are myriad. In the industrial field, 
I O'yth and .-'urphy provide us vdth a list of benefits \;hich 
j appeared to be fulfil]ed by the majority of evaluation sys- 
' terns. The substance of these benefits is as follov/s: 

For manaf:ernent; 

(a) It causes supervisores to thinh analytic¬ 
ally and constructively about their enrloyees; 

(b) There is a greater degree of consistency 
in handling and treatment of employees; 

(c) Knowing he is subject to periodic review, 
the employee should be motivated to greater effort; 

(d) The judgements of the supervisors are in 
writing and thus provide a permanent file subject 
to review by top-management at any time. 

I For employees: 

j (a) It assures that there will be a periodic 

' and just review of their work and status; 

I (b) It should permit promotion and salary in¬ 

creases to those most deserving of them.^ 

In the United States Kavy, the evaluation of executives 

is accomplished by the use of the fitness report which is 

submitted periodically by responsible seniors for officers 

under their command. The fitness reports are used in the 

'l.avy for thnree primary purposes. These purposes are, selec- 

ition of officers for promotion to higher ranks, assignment 

of officers to specific positions and to maintain a complete 

record of the officer. There are several minor uses to which 

the form is put but, t ey do not concern us here. Unfortun- 

t-tely, in the v;*riter»s opinion, full use is not made of the 


1 Job Evaluation and Employee Tlating . Richard C. Umyth and 
Ilatthew J. Lurphy, LcUraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., Lew*York. 

I 1946, pp.170-171, 







fitneos reports* liefereiice iiere is made to the foilov/ins 
^aracraph in the instructions; 

The Bureau of Ilaval Personnel desires tliat 
reporting seniors malce every effort to shov; each 
fitness report to the officer reported upon and 
to discuss it with him* in so far as practicahle* 

• •• On every roLort of fitiioss, the reporting 
senior will indicate in Section IT' v/hether the 
officei' reported on has or has not seen the rex)ort*^ 

The study was concerned v/ith this particular phase of the 

evaluation of officers# 

Uetheds of Evaluation 


It is perlmps v/oll foi’ us to review hriefly the more 
irnjiortant t:ype3 of forns used for the evaluation of indi¬ 
viduals# The e-arliest recorded type of evaluation guide 
was in the form of a check list which asked the rater a 


series of questions aoout the ratee's punctuality, dress 
and the type of work he perfora/ied# The rater had only two 
choices in this scale, one was yes, the other, no# There 
ji/ers no degress of variation for the rater to cheek between 
the tv/o extremes# 


The next method was a, hare iinprovoi-ient over the first# 


This v/as the ranking method 
small coTToanies today where 

I 

thirs system f east hie# This 


, v/hich is still used in numerous 
the small numher of ratoeo 'akes 
method requires the iv^ter to rank 


his ratees accordizig to their over-all value to the partic¬ 
ular department# Tlie plauaihility of this scheme becomes nil 
uTien the nur.iber of Tvitees gets higher' than about twenty# 

General Instructions, Officer's Fitness Report , '^oni! ITAVhriHb 
310A (llev# 6-45), Bureau of haval rersonnol, iTavy Department 












.'urtlisr, tne r tecj judged iu tlieir ciitirety, *^3 

,c.n exi^.iT>le oi' t..c uilficixi oIcl. ix.vclvc^a, tuo iv>.tei' i3 re- 
c/.-ircvi to ’ cigii puuctualioy bi^uinzt output und thooe 
11 ot:i.Gx* i<«cLoi’*» in order to dotor line t'ne rcwidc ox‘ 

,ul r ratee* ^motiicr uidt'icuioy witn oT i'c.tifig; 

I 

ib tli-e Tine gradations in the iur^.c .*idale groui- in o?c*dor 

(to T lace ti-o„ji in a x^articular r.'-ni:* -'or exux. vd^o cun 

1 

*tcii K.ij.e iiinus^e ^iiTovence that uaist-i 'between tl-.e tm raiifC- 
jcv* ninth and the uan x’anked te^^tu in a group of t.-iirt^^v 
htuxies heve beer, conducted to Sxion that, uciiuj t'uio ty - o of 
evaluation, the ccrrelotions bet.-ee/i different roterc is 
Very lov, 

fho firot great inprove.*ent .li.ae in eY^xluation scales 
s th-t p.ade by tne u*o* ^^n-iy o-uring tne first vox'id \<ex* 
uruior tne yii,ci(lG direction of nr, bu,lter nil! .^cott, vmo 
n-tor u .^Cc.:i e the x'.reoidcxit of hortUvebtern bniveroity. The 
G '.-le v*,,* called too iaan-to-,,an scale. j.he princii>le behind 
t .0 scale v.-b tne ;'uaging of a ratoe on six tru^its f-.itli a 
rxC-ip of 'cn por,^onaliy h„own to the rater aixd arr...n,ged in 
pi'v. or of tl cir auility for e,*ch tx’ait. 'Ihub, for tne trait 
pf initetive, the r>.tei* vculd set ujj a narjt-,;r list of iaen 
to lain ana arr-ii^.ed in the oraer of their abiliT.;- in 
this trait. .The r too v/.’o t uui coj'''prrea with the list and 
r; nhoc accordii,g to tho .an on the • aater list, the quality 
<_ -’bo. c trait tie ivtec^s actions cn^t closely resc bled. 

I nr' T’unotel.-, there are nany dravbt>cis to using this foim 
C- v.Zu-tlOx*, 


not the loi,-.st of 'which is settiiig the 
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v.riicn aocci^’i.^e tx.e tiXcc 
Lvci;.'xt-.d vj.iuo or t?<oGe stutc^AC 

I 

tevaluo fj.cn* 

'ihfe United x>t:.ttcc Ui-,vy oystem of officer eTdluu-tion isj 
c .Iicd c I'e^crt'" arni ic a variation of t'le gra].jhic 

*.!valu.-wlicn tjcale. fbe principle dif.iereiic i» are first, t*i® 

^r ter i: ac-zed to lv,ce tl.e rates in '•ne of five e^rcentilo 
Ifoupiu^is for ninotecn traits* Ijiis ccalo is rrr .at ed in sas- 


1 


ccrzlance vi ^i' Uo nor -1 curve of distri cation. ..eccndj a 
Rpaco is ; rovid'Ki for a v;rltt.n at ,te ..r.t by the rator in 
rcv.. x-d to the ra ’c p<*rfornaxico* i. co y of txiis frrr. has 

I 

vfc-n r?taced in ^..ppendix ... At i^reviciisly nct-.d, there is a 
frorioion in the fof.n for a aiccanoir-n of t.h€ report hotv-een 


1 perso nnel .■vanafre oni« alter 1). .scott, .uobert C. Clothier, 
.^tanle"/ .>.•. jl;rchO’<.ucn and Villiu . „.* ./.-riegyl, hcJr.avj-IIill 
icoh C.O., Inc., York, 1941, py.‘ir-ri9. 

• Ci^'^gurlng and im>I.oyeo Wul'ae * tolai B. Trobat, Tho 

.-.onald i ro^s Cc•, ev/ .i ork« it' A'/^ " 

■’ tfficor*u .'ituc cs . .o ort . . i:r (i.ev* 

.bureau of naval lorsonnel, la’/: avarV ent. 













8 


thf' ratrr p-nd tl:o 


l')ir,cus9irr. Fv'alu't'’ 

y •jo^'n, tl’c dircun.':!on of cTi-.lu .tionB 
r: ter mid f'lG r ^*.0 2. jfi v* try is not a \*idoly 

arcv^ltod nroo-='diire. '-tiny foi''*ard looi'iri’:, indnstrieSf I'.ont- 

j *'oTiory ‘rd an 1 Co"^'’''--ny> to n-oin but ono of foe ou’'•.vt'aiding 

I 

I ^or’a'r.ni ^Sy --re <or..durl3y t'rnin?: to i:lio diDCTinsion of the 

I 

I ^Y'^luotims ‘■riven, ‘.be roticable 'ibsence of di.vCiiC'Oir.ric: cf 


p‘Ve3u'»tinnc ’ is the ro-uit of the v/ide gay in society 

I 

existed abco^t the turn of the century bet’vccn ■nan. ye- 
jn.ent and labor. It w'/z the >■'••0nogor‘c xTorogatiTe to hire 
'.no disch'^rge en7’loyees for al iost any re. eon and this was 
rcerted yrentice at that tiire. ’Todayy the dischrrge of 
.•■■?n etT lo^'ce is o nrncid''ra'bl c rannctQ.ry loss t(' tj-s Gonc‘='rn 
‘^nrlnying hiny and society in gener: 1 does not accent the 
'.liseherge of enployees without .ro'sen. Unfortunaf .ly^ so’-jg 
rmna ■‘='‘^eatn 'iro stiil r‘^luct.?ait to discuss evalu-tiens be- 


• cruse they are still living in the- ora of the early 1900^3. 

I 

The discussi''n of the evuluatlcn given the Tiptoe pro- 
'vidos hilt' with a better insight cf the r. tor’s attitudes 
tow' rd liio work, and an exnlaination of the reasons the rater 
hor given either hi-^-'h or lovr r' ting.o* Probst iias stated tliis 
concept as folio.-/si 

. The oyee l-'koo tr ‘‘'■ii''*''' ho\' ho is getting 

^ Jilong. he h'lS a right to knm:* If he feels tl^at 

his efforts go unrccognir.cd, ho loses intere.st in 
the ,]ob. If he has faiiltSj he cannot be e..<pectcd 


1 dee above •'->,5, 


I 



to coi'rect tiier? unloso they are pointed out to him,^ 
And later, ho otatoes 

The enployce ia not Gatisfied nerely to kno*-/ 
thiOt soi!ie central office 'nointaine a detailed re¬ 
cord of his output or hio •efficiency*. He vrants 
to knov? for lii’^nelf, in plain everyday lan^juiige, 
in vliat respects lie is failing and what hie good 
Ijoints are - in short,v/ants to soe hinoelf as 
hlo e''ployer sees him#^ 

A curve:/ “by I, C, Hunt”' covering seventy-six corpor¬ 
ations with an annual average labor turnover rate of 5.8^. 
shows that people who are diocharged lacked s ecific abil¬ 
ities in only 10,1/' of the caoejs whereas the lack of i-cr- 
sonality tn its was the cause in f&,7, of the caceo, sim¬ 
ilar 1:/, it v;as shown that of erjployccs fail to be 


pro' oted for lack of specific abilities, whereus 76,5 fail 
pi* 0 ’'aotion for lack of personality traits. Another investi¬ 
gator concluded after conferring with sixty companies that, 
".^U'-'crvisors will rate ,,,employees carefully if they are 
required to discuso the rating of each employee v/ith him,,. 
It is apparent from this infor:aation that industi’y can 


benefit greatly from u discussion of ©valuations with em- 
ployeeD, Gi’^ilarly, the U,v>, Ksvy could benefit from re¬ 
quiring a discussion of fitness renortu given to offieex’s* 
.vt present tViore io enccurogem? nt c.iven to a discucsirn of 


^ Measuring ;..nd uitin-c 'j'-ir>lovee Value , John B, irobst, ihe 
iConald Irens Co*, Hexv York, 1947, ),5, 

C Ibid,, 

' hy People Lose Tlieir Jobs or Aren’t Iromoted t 1’, C, Hunt, 
Personnel Journal, 19r55-19?6, v,14, p,r'27, 

Vuge ^*Jetermin'..tion** a John V, Ilicgcl, Bureau of Industrial 
Aiclationo, Jnivcrslty of hichigan, 1957, p,l"^4. 














1) 


fitness re'iorts, o.nd tAie rat^^r :• s required to ii-dio. te 
\'Uethor or net f- o rorort hrs to the officer, 

A '‘or+lLCor-irirr toed-: \ritten "by xj, A. ashury bifter lie <•; nd his 
gssocio.tes had oYor fi.rty induotrif.l conceri.s siu’veyed, had 


this to say about the discussion of evaluations; 

a discuscicn \rith the e'uplo'cee at the end of 
r- ting period, frankly disclosing the evaluation 
-•ncie of hiyr, ly/ his srreriors, leads not only to r 
higher degree of personal morale hut also encourages 
spontaneor.c o,dd:;tlonal effort toward improve ent o.nd 
grov/th.l 

Later in Ashury’o hook, he has this to say: 

The evalu; tion of the individual is incomplete 
without the opportunity for a free and frank dis¬ 
cussion of the record hetween the superior and the 
suhordins te,^' 


In the havy, which presently has over 30,030 officers 
spread over the entire face of the e;-xrth, thei*e are liter¬ 
ally thousands of raters who are reguired hy lax-’’ to sucrdt 
reports of fitness semi-annually on their suhordinatos. It 
is obviously an imr.ossibilxty for all raters to have set the 
sa e Gto.ndsrds of perfoi:v?.nce for their subordinates. i'dien 
an of'’leer reports to a new st-^ticn for duty, he possesses 
a (i‘©norrl idea of '/hat is exioected of him in the wa:^ of duty 
perfor ance, '’e ii&s, for instx..nce, the liaTy hc^ul,tions, 
t' o .invy ue.^ rt ont uenertl Orders, end ot’’.er official 
publications, hut it remains for this officer’s superior, 
his rater, Lo inform him of tile more specific stand:, rds v/hich 


1 Personnel Administration at the Executive level - executive 
I nventory Control , Prepared by the Office of i'anG/ro ent 
- ngineering, uv'j department, ''’Bhington, D.C,, 1, 0, Asbury, 
Copyright U,D. ■' av vl Institjte, To be published nupust 1948, 
Ibid,, p.25. 
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have been set up for Min to meet. Generally, the nen/ officer 
leurns fx’om observir^i: Mo superior or his fellow officers 
I the standards that have been set ul for him to meet. If 
this officer is one of the fortunate few, he will confer with 
■his superior numerous times during the first month of duty 
and will learn in this way what standards are set up for him 
to meet. Too seldom, the fitness report is used as a basis 
for the discussions, yet it is the most convienent fom and 
is the one to be used for evaluating the officer at the end 
of the marking period. 

It is true that many problems are presented to both the 
rater and the ratee in discussing fitness reports. For the 

I 

rater, he must be able to express his views in ouch a manner 
that the ratee v/ill accent them in a constructive way rather 
than in a critical fashion. Both must realize that the dis- 
jcuooion is really a searching, objective study of the ratee*s 

S v/ork performance* The national Industrial Conference Board 

liae this to say about evaluations; 

there are no universal criteria or stand¬ 
ards of measiire>^'*ent for human qualities. Objective 
measurement is available for certain classes of v/age 
earners (quality and quantity of work), however, 

... total relative value and desirability also in¬ 
cludes degree of cooperation, initative, know¬ 
ledge, ability to learn and su'-iervise*^ 

The gx’eat majority of the officers in the Ilavy realize 

L Plans for Rating P^mployees * national Industrial Conference 
Board, Inc., Studies in Pe'rsonnel Policy Ho. 6, Lew York, 
June 19”8, p.6* 












A'. of xiu/iCfcjy re. • « 


lix* iin ort 

'Coon u* werjoi c r'l litiCJ t}u-t t' cy -I’c, ’ •••(to) :;x‘ovide 
re i.iuu.Io Cwti' ’CO '~fi5ch ca-n bs rew,t«rjc. lly» 

n 

- xurni all coi-vicnant pM*raneiit records-• p bct-tt.r \vili 
b*. t**e foi ii'it in which th^ce ovalu;-tiono ure givui <-kid re-» 
C‘'ivcc, 

I j "fict-llyp ''J'O veil why thic research con- 

c'lct^c'. xHiriA, t le short ijcrioa cV the writer* u service in 
v e Jnitec eVics it hao often occurred to liii-i tliat 

the fitn<o» rfjT.^i'ts v/lich v/ero sui?' ittea forincd a r.rofile of 
ofiicero Ihis profile v;oald be by selection boerds 

( . ' let-il officero ctAu thus beco e the basis of success or 
f iiare in this officer’s IJavy Ci rciir. Juc to the idiosyn- 
cr sits of so‘»e raters and otl er clrcur<,stL neesj V:ie writer’s 
1 of his fitrtesa re ort contents has been very raea- 

l^:r And consequently the knovlcci.-:e of the profile uus vague* 

3 o'kinft at fitness reports long after the particular .^ituut- 
<cn has passed is insufriciont to deterf'ilne wherein one ex~ 
cei3s t nd 'wherein one fr-ils. During studies in prrsonnel 
work, on*> is easily and quickly i’ti'ossed vxith the oi/nifl- 
c aice of dincuusin'; the cvaluaticiio of c j^oyoeSp bo th in 
t’'e executive grou ’ and in the w''rkor group* I'he ''kortorvi. t- 
i nc of several i»K>jiotrial sltu'^ tion.'^ coiifir’-n tne tru-t 

dior/;s‘j:‘nn r.r tiono has ^-rrit* '!?be invo'':i; T:5.'-n 

1 ■ AtfCV in 1 1 -dU r » 1 i o ole ■ . , .^ruce V» ' ncro f*nd 

i^'crye • ''.-ir . .-.•■jn, • A. t'lcton-C r ary fo*. jnc.. ’.>w Lork 

v.1'7. 
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proseiited in this paper is an atte t to discover if the re~ 

quirc'^ont of discuspions would 'benefit the Itavy. 

✓ 

Variubles 

The forr.! of the fitness rci'ort is standard tbri-u.^hout 
the llavy* It hias been previously described^ and a copy has 
been rlaced in Ax'pondix A, I'urin .3 the preceeding fifteen 
years, the basic fonTi of the repoi't changed only onco. At 
that tiro, about 194”, sections seven, eight and nine (a) 
vere substituted for a granhic ocalo previously used which 
ennloyed a nunerical rating syote^;. The form is sute’iitted 
seiannually on the officers of all corps and at certain 
designated tines. 

The same forro of the fitness report is used for all 
officers in the itavy regardless of their particular special¬ 
ity, if one does e:-d.at. The officers of the Supply Corps, 
the Kedical Corps and all Line officers are evaluated on the 
sarnQ form. Several of the items evaluated in section seven 
are applicable only to officers of the line and to them only 
in s-'ecific instances* ___ _ 

j 

The construction of the fon-i in many respects perxiito 
fits use on l^-rge numbers of officers v/ithout regard to their 
particular speciality* The permissibility of the discussion 
of the completed report makes it easier to apply to this 
veried group of officers* 

The instructions strongly encourage a discussion of the 

, P P * V —0 * 


1 See above 
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report before its sub.nission to fie ‘^ureau of ITaval rorsomiol 
for filing in tlie officer's record but, unfortunately the 
only question \/!h.icVi fne’rater uust ansv/er is v/lietber or not 
the report was sboim to the ratco. There is a gre^^.t differ¬ 
ence bef• ecn discussing a report with a rateo and sliov/ing it 
to hiri. The later procedure nay involve a.nything from look¬ 
ing at the rough copy of the report after the original has 
been nailed to having the rater i.resent the report to the 
ratee and inquire in an offhand or disinterested inanner 
vrhether the ratee has an;/ questions about the report as it 
was submitted. A discussion of a fitness report involves 
considerable time, personal interest and tact on the part of 
the rater. The averLvge intervievr shoald require from fif¬ 
teen to thirty m.inutes and the ra.ter should discuss, as ob- 
.iectively as possible, each rating made on the evaluation 
and every statement made. If the ratee is doing superior 
work, h.e should be so informed and, on the contrarjr, if he 
is doing exceedingly poor, the v/ay should be pointed out for 
him to improve. 

Vhenever a report is written on an officer, the quest¬ 
ion of ’’personalities” enters into the thoughts of some indi¬ 
viduals. It is granted that for a variety of reasons there 
are some personalities v/h.ich clash violently and result in 
biased evaluations. It is a reasonable assumption that 
clashing pfroonaliticc constitute only a very minor percent¬ 
age of the thousands of situations existing in the Ifavy. 
borne people confuse the personality of the individual with 
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the tact of the iridiYidtial. It ic of the inportance 

thi^t the rater use all the tact at his co’^r^nand in interview¬ 
in':; ratees ret^ardinc*: fitness reports. 

I-orale is intinatf.ly connected with fitness re orts. 

Ve all like to ho pr.-'ised for work per.forj.''ancQ which is out- 
ota.ndin' 5 , and, for nomal individur.ls, we ere anxious to 
know hov; v/e con i'nprcve subnorjrial rjerforipance. iiorale, 'the 
word itself, is nost difficult to define. Host peoole con¬ 
sider rorale as the notivating force for coonerative per- 
fcr"irince, or, the attitude of the individual toward the 
group cndoa.vor, t'o undermine morale in any nanner is to 
dentro'” the osoontial element in effective team performance 
whether the situation be in industry or in the ilav:^'', on the 
other h'nd, if v/e are able to enhance rorale, we automati¬ 
cally improve team performance. The training v/hich we have 
received in our democracy has indoctrinated ue v/ith the 
spirit of competition, h'e expect to receive credit for per¬ 
formances where it is due and x e exriect to he chov/ii wherein 
our faults lie. The iTavy possesses an excellent systesi for 
performing just this function if it is properly used. The 
fitness report, if discussed with the ratee in an objective 
'•xanner, will ficrvc the nurpose adniruble. 

Other Viei'/points 

ITo previous studies directly concerned with the problem 
of discuss!i\g evaljations have been found although studies 
on this subject doubtlessly exist. Two theses sub-^itted in 
partial fulfillment of master’s degrees relate to this sub- 
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,iGct in a vaviie n.-nner. One written by ii,* L. ?. Costello^- 
in rc^;^rd to the united bt^-tcc Civil dorvico Coirr'iiB^ion Dyetoxa 
r.-^ evaluation st ten that the inctrnctinnn for cvalin- ting 
individualn c.ncour. r.ec. discuanicn bet*.eon the rr ter and 
the ratoc, 

'.nother thesis vi'itten by L. S. llcwhinney^ suiTejys tl\e 
1‘or-is used by various industries and coxi'^ ares ti on to the 
ha'vy fitness report, howhinnoy surveyed fifty-eigiit differ¬ 
ent ind*astri'-l concerns i.nd found tjieh. only nineteenj. or 
t'lirty-three percents indicated tlwX the ratine^ were dis¬ 
cussed uith the ratee by the rater or a spocialist. 

i_.oino of tViC roany other points of view that r/y be hold 
in this problen \flll be discussed, fhe moat logiCu^l of these 
is to continue the present instructions regarding the; use of 
fitness i*cnorts. Admittedly, the system has been in operat¬ 
ion now for several years, ana is apparently oucccscfil in 
fulfilling its mission, xhcre are officers in the hav;/, as 
well cio conpo.rable ’r.en in industry, who resist change as 
long as the pre.ent system can be used. Ihe modification 
73ropos'"d in this paper does not radically change the system, 
ethers '. ill contend that by r.aintaining the status quo of 
; resent instructions regurding discussions of reports, no 


1 ? G Tinjfor'^' . fiiciencY h-..tinf? nystem of the yederr 1 Oovern~ 
nent, A. L. P. Costello, unpublished h'aster^B thesis at 
orthv/estern University, .jvanston. Ill,, ICA?, Ch.lt, 

‘ .. Gorp»-rison of the U«o, Ilay^x Fitness llcprrt with similar 

me rit rating fozv s used in buoinoos . J , 6. iiewhinney 
npubljo^’.ed aster’s thesis at ^iortlivostern University, 
Vii/ston, Ill., lO-"?. 
r' Ibid. p.l7. 
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h-rrs c-n noro to tlie oyt^ten. It io e.x. rjctod 
tliiG trend of tVcugbt Mill be proven fallacious by tbe field 
iV/ork perfor.'^ed in the report, 1 erhape tlicse officers are 
• reluctant to be brou{^’ht face to face with the situc?,ticn, 

' Another point hold by nor.e executives is that evalua- 

tif'n of executive’: is such a theoretical prcblcn thrt it is 
best to clir.ina,tc any type of evaluation. Under this system, 
the lla'/y would be brought bach to the nanner of pronotlcn at 
one tine in vogue in which no officers v;ere elirdnrted from 
pro'oticn, i.o. one waited until seniority placed hira at the 
I to:: of the list and then ho vas automatically prorioted. Any 
lEvstem of evaluation is bettor then none at all, 'iliis v/ould 


I obviously be a baclcArard step for the llavy, 

Seine officers would suGgest a return to the system where¬ 
in all fitness reports wore so "confidential” in nature that 
they were available only in the Bureau of Haval Personnel in 
‘Washington, 1),C, Supporters of this theory feel that an 
officer v/ill alviays exert himself to the utmost and there¬ 
fore need not concern hiBiself with Ms evaluations. They 
further contend that there is a definite breaJkrdovm of morale, 
especially for officers whose performance has not been at 
standard or above, The national Industrial Conference Board 
says about this aystoms 


Ever^r supervisor and executive knows BUj'erior 
ennloyees vlio have resigned or lost interost becc-use 
they felt tVioir efforts v/ere not being recognised. 

It is an accepted psychological principle that one 
of the strongest otinuli for self-improvement is a 
lcnov/1 od4A3 of one^s own strengths, vreaknesGas and 
pi’ogress, A systematic rating plan provides super- 



visors \ ii h op 'ortunit^^ to oupr.ly t’liB infor- 
ri. tion to eveiv cjnplo^ee cle:*rl>, honeatly? unu iri 
ouch a way th* t it will "be helprul.^ 

.-.atinr. bo' rds h've been our 5 ;ooted at various tires and 
•re nre: ently in \i>^c in several cc. jn. nioo, .‘ont^.oiaery Vard 
and Co Toany usee thir syotera with r,reat succcoo* At least 
three and T)refert'b7i.y five -iCn senior to the rntec and well 
acquainted v;ith his ^Jork ^Terfcrnanco coriotitute the i*fttin£t; 
bo; rd. Thi s conrnittee shares equal res-.onsibility for the 
evaluation. Cne of the principle benefits fror'i such a 
s '^sten is th. t the ratee, v;hcn his evaluation io discussed 
'.ith >iin, feels • ore confident of an unbiased r-.ti.t-g. The 
psych'^logical effect on the e’nployee is that if this large 
nu mber of raters can agi’ee on an evaluation, the evaluation 
rust be reasonably accurate. This the eiriployeo on to 

better perfornance, ^ }\q c o^rv.i11ee s,/oten of rati: c;innot 

conveniently io a'oviicd to the .^hvy because so isany of the 
tT.i.'V 7 /-»s units r..re scattered and oniall, 

Covipouite evaluations iiade from t/io ratii.tgs of a group 
of officers both senior • .nd junior to the ratoo have been 
•snggestod. The success of such a syste^-o in industry 1./..S not 
been proven and it is doubtful if it would be of any value 
to the i.avy, 

lie anecdotal rating method is relatively new to the 
cvclur.tion fielu, bnder this system, several typical unec- 
uotes from the \'*ork p-^-rf of the re tee are "^r/i'itten in 

i V —-3 oyee_, .wutinr , lU'tion-'l Industrial Conference hor-rd, Inc, 
studies in irerscnnel Policy, \o. ^9, i>e*w York, 194P, p,4. 
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j.y to tMo 'letli'd of ov'..lu»..'«:!.on 4 

inst necQ of this svQto'n "beijig; uood jsuccooofuljy 
reported« 


\ 


;a ret-ort 
, j.o ijpocific 
hfvo beon 






20 


riia TZ 


l*t.- t*' nt of Vo 

.'■o *i?‘oVl'.* • *'■j > tv.c • I'llit* o.r ro- 

Tl*"kr^ ru'<rr*t zction* /or •ti( n of fitnosio 

rw^'CTtz/ iii rT' tr If; t*‘cnT 9 a ''fr.'ct.'vo o*v<ilu;^i ■ <‘1*1 of 

tv- oi'ricors of ' t;’» t.*' I'.rovfi rrrrul© ;.r*-u tc 

tc’c c'" fr:Tic«r " ?"rrvcr cati. -ro^oa^.d 

Xi \ V ’ liT'CCT ^ 1 r/^<Ju X jr 'l/?.'; vliCi 7/4.* Jit# 

•'f 9L ^»? cr., .'’zticz-. rr.. f.rtz ^>ctv'. r. the 

ritrvT uiM tV.e r*.^**;, 

?v-i» oV^fot'^'v'o of tills Htuc/ is tc det«'“riine vUsther or 
jM^t f -^itaoeslnn r** t'-fe ro''’-'r*- u t*.fieri t’l*^ ViMt^r 

i=f*4 tl'<* '■•.n oi \*..noo tl'O Y*...lue of c-:rrfjat ’'Iticso 


I 


r»n to tU*'* 'U c r vv* 








21 


I. 


I Chapter III 

^ Tho Li'iperirnentai Procedure 

In order to doterwine whether or not the discuccion of 
fitness reports het’k/een the rutcr and the rutec is of value 
to the ITavy or not, an attitude ciirvoy was conducted. The 
guided intervie-,/ technique crrii-loyed in tVie personal 
interviewing of over iuilf of the group of officer rateea 

II 

used as subjects. The interview atteiupted to discover wheth¬ 
er the ratecs desire a discussion of their fitness reports, 
whether such discussion has bonefitted any of the ratecs in 
|the past, and whether there were any other possible uses 
for the fitness report. The ren:aining subjects in the group 
v/ere given instructions as to the de->ircd nannor of complet¬ 
ing the Questionnaire. All officers used ms oub,’octs were 
on permanent active duty \;ith the IJavy. 

Intervio'vvs v/ore also conducted vith as nany raters 
no practicable to determine their attitudes toward a dis- 

I 

I 

cuosion of the fitness rci'ort. These interviews attenii^t to 
discover the benefits that raters euoect from the discussion 
and their criticisms and objections to such a technique, 

A comparison of the contents of tv/o groups of fitness 
fe* orts vras made to determine if any significant difference 
existed bot\.een those sltown to I'atees and those not shc\=m 
to ratees prior to submisbion for filing in t?ne Bureau of 
Ihtval Personnel, 

The validity of the results of the ex^.eriment vas 
controlled thro^igh the r. ndom selection of ratees to be 
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Ensign through Lieutenant Commander* 

The sample was obtained from the official current fit¬ 
ness report file in the Bureau of Naval Personnel, by select¬ 
ing the first usable fitness repoi’t from each file drawer. 

The file drawers contain the records of all officers within 
the ranks desired in alphabetical order, Pitness reports 
that were submitted more than two years before the date of 
the investigation v/ere eliminated as were reports submitted 
V7hile the officer concerned was a student or in any other 
situation where there was no actual performance of duty. 

Only one fitness report was taken from each file. 

[ The officer ratee subjects v/ere interivev/ed individually 
v/ithin the Ninth Naval District or were instructed while 
there as to the manner of completion of the Ratee Question¬ 
naire e^'diibited in Apj/endix B* It is regretted that a more 

I 

homogeneous sample could not be obtained but the writer was 

I 

rather strictly limited in the geographical area that could 
be covered, A majority of the interviews v/ere conducted at 
Great Lakes Have,! Trehning Station, The interviewer first 
put the interviewed at ease in order to establish easy com¬ 
munication, About thirty minutes v/ere spent v/ith each ratee. 
The questions v/ere asked exactly as they appear on the form. 
The ansv/ers were recorded as nearly as ijracticable as they 
v/ere spoken by the ratee. Upon completion of the interviev/, 
the interviev/ed v/as asked to revicv/ the ansv/ers as recorded 
to insure their correctness and then questioned as to wheth¬ 
er or not there v/as anything more he wished to add to the 
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entire3.y different conclusions than those of this paper, 
the number of raters intervier^ved is not of primary concern 
inasmuch as the main attempt in their case was to uncover 
some of the tj^^pical objections to the procedure and to un¬ 
cover some of the benefits found by those raters who do dis¬ 
cuss the reports. 

The factor of motivation on the part of all interviewed 
was excellent. The cooperation of the majority of officers 
v/as above v/hat had been expected. It is strongly felt that 
the cooperating officers felt that any project conducted for 
the Havy vme to their best interests. Many of them exhibited 
a keen interest in the problem and discussed it with the 
writer at great length. 
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2’ "'or idci.tifyl:*-; t'le ,,,roups*, i.e« t:ueL.tlcnG nirijcrc tv;o 
( I'u thre.:* '-ixrc tr'. whlcli 't-he ir:voutl. .--tor h,.r;- 11 .ai'i vuri- 
cuo induntriv/i. coi cc^rifc coveriuj in tfitlr e^iccutiv-.-; %v.uluo-*- 
tic' c :jiu vhich invcv ti v.tcr !’<■•' ?o vovild pre, Lily be- 

jC'-Y' rta I'ull:: ii: t,' sro'jurdirv, the coulIoI'-.M .fitneso 

i 

|i*c-c ..*t Gedveen t. c rc crtliL^ officer ,tnu the rv*.tec* 'I’^fey 
Lr* urr-i tc vLirh LKc fitness Z'c-.ert is cacliy odr. t-ble ter 

I 

cov rv'Te ^tU ••I’c 'o ivnicn tli© a'^ccC’d;ti\:.l ud:r.iniLtr,^tcr con- 
ri oro in the cv^ loi^tion of ujii iridLVicuidl., libeuioe 

« TO nreus \v'ith vln'ch the rutoe r.uct co thorou.hly f*c<^a..*inted 
if. or*^cr to iri> rove liincclf^ t^nd in thio x^rticul. r c se the 
! • vy in t:'«nurul« ^};c urev^ ii\clu;-e tee reo.eon ft r the fit- 
Lituo rerort xycte,'? in..rcvc-'icnt of the sod 1 con- 

ibillty of tho to verh sitauticn® cve.i.l'u.-.ticn cf the 

U'.teo ^nd Ltui.e rOv- of the r ter* 

I 

' Ihe CO-rioted flucwtionnc,irttS full coi3V5».i ■-ntly into 

cu-to'oric!fc„ the., c who Iw va noc fcecn their li-nt fitness 
^•«rort|, t‘'>oLc v.’.,o ri-cr vero S.(,n t'^eir x.^.3t f' l.n so 

xnd thoac lu*d thoir fit.iesa rc-r rt dio- 





vi'cVi tuo'"*. -he na?.i^t’rs3 i' .xliu;: ixito c .c*i of 

Wioce cf-vX.-sci'ieii ^veilty-•x’lve \..hf> uid not £>ec the 're- 

jertj^ frrty-fcur \;Ij.o iiixd x'e*j.u th.*.- t*md txlcTcn '.;ho he-d 

kd dd, d„ diddddddd dUd d.„c. „.„C d..-. o.a, 

clct'^cn in the tVdr’d group# the inc,i tvo groups v'ere cckibiaed# 
Lherc Is jsoslc exidetijr" e^atween these since 

In euch iu.Jt/<.nce the ruted erficero v/ci’o av/ure of tVi© XiitiJig* 
'iiie orficer sub.iccts for tVrlo sixrYcy v/ere obtained 
U'ithin the hi nth ,KvYal ui strict*- 
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Table 1» s\atec 

.V.objects bi;' hanh and 

Brocxl 

Clu.ssifi 


Apn^'o^i^tely one half of th(5 .iaastionnaires %a^re cor.- 
j'letod throug}! porcoiial interview of the invcotigat--r with 
tlie ratec* 'i’ho ot^ior half of the cjUoetioniiaireo vf€X‘o con~ 
j'leted. cifter rath^iu* bread vcrb^hl. nstx'uetlons to the '■•'rcup 
ccIl.cctivclj” and through a Kcnornndurs issued with e. ah quest* 
Icnnaii'o* Through separate tabulation of the auB-uera sub- 

I 

ritted by the tvo groups it vae evident that litrlo differ- 

j 

I 

I wc;e above# p*2.'5. 

I 



f ue itu'-'j ce t tiv-.t thcf^o -^>^10 vc’J>^ inst- 

collrcli ypI' tea-'K'd io o' it a Ir.ri^fir nu ibei r.-^* ^;un~ 
t or ■ ff-rontii i’jii'iro to coir* letol:' -iiiderstaiid t’iie <;.ucGtion« 
jiti*t$on j.vi-'b-'r cne pskcd for the attitude of t’le ratoe 
tr ■' ti3e fitneer re ort aysttV « If the rritee fully undcr- 

( the reibehind t!ic fitn&cQ rc'ort ;s:*i3tr.np end 

Vnewn faults of the s-stcti > ho -'-^y offer ernotruotivc 
n-*ivic5a® or au rove the eystc"** ^n undcrutandinj^ of the 
r ,»tert c^-n he achievvd thrcu(7h £?. ai .-.cuecirzs cf tii.c fitueeo 
r^'^ort* leventy-ti.ree percent of Voe lYttecs w'/o rc i or dlo* 
cussed their ro' orto felt tlutt tlvc j/Dteri van s:ati:^.r.o.ctory 
i>r offerod conot.'ict.l¥c criticioji vl-ilc fcrty«six ;,crcent of 
tvf off vihe hod not their rc ort a felt ttio systc* s-o 

f ii5fi.ctory»=~ 

..iicotion nusiher four in^viiirr-d of; tc the deoirlhility of 

1l c-laousbion of coj • let»-.d fitnecc ro' XI.crc vde .‘>n 

I 

! v-irjhelning uvcritv of tl.e ^touv in fi^vor of the diGcusc- 
i-criy eighty-tl'.rcr* irrecr.t* 'U.ic re-son i.iron hy those 

^'•0 did not up* rr.ve the 5den -os th't it was r.oo ti o con- 

Ihi 0 re son lu oi tirol;^ InT -^.id bec--'.UG£' tV irpreve- 
f -o* of executive ptrxor'u. riC« Is the •:o 1 of every oucceec- 

I’.li uilriinistr^tor and c-n; »»»e-fus ur.ec obtalxi this ^oul is 

1 

vtnyoy ci tl tt?-' lief* 

.uootie'll n five ;■ aVvjtj freer or not th£ r*tee in- 

7 for ’••ll mU'-'' n*'. on 
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tended presently to nalce a career of the Ifavy* Li^^ity-nine 
percent of those \/ho read or c.iocusoed their reports do in¬ 
tend to meJve a career of the hayy, while eighty percent of 


those v;ho did not see their reports intend to make it a 
career* Although thjs difference is not particularly sig¬ 
nificant, the secretiYencss of fitness reports nay be a 
poHti'i'butc'iv cause to resignations from the seryice. 

C^uestions nunbors seyen and nine inquired into the 
iocial compatibility of the ratec to the vork situation. 

I >.^uostion number seven asked if superiors had a fair 

I 

undc3:Btanding of the ratce's capabilities and lira5tationo. 
I^^eventy-six j)ercGnt of those seeing or dlscuasing thoii' re- 
'orts answered in the affirmative. Only sixty-four percent 
C)f those who had not seen their fitneso reports ansv^ered 
affirmatively. A discussion of the fitneso report greatly 
aosisto both the rater and i*atee in understanding comxjletely 
the capabilities and limitations of the ratee. It is inter¬ 
esting to note that only one out of eleven v;ho had diccuosed 
heir repci'ts ansv/ered this question negatively. 

question number nine asked if suboi*dine.tes had a fair 
understanding of the ratee’s capabilities and lirdtaticnc. 

I 

lilighty-cight percent of those seeing or discussing tVicir re¬ 
ports felt that their subordinates understood theix* capabil¬ 


ities and lir-itc-tiono while only sixty-eight percent of those 
iho did not see their reports felt this waj''. It is entirely 
'probable that those who are ful3.y acquainted with the manner 
.n which superiors observe their work has a direct bearing 









on their 'nrlnlni, \ntii 'mDorclinc.tcn cjid tho li^rtter^o under- 

strndTjK^ of th ■ r*too*s ca^'abilitioo ;'nd 3iuit;.tioii!;u ’'•.Tien 

thoofl ^ho 'mJ d.* i--c'*soed their rr'tu toVreii oopi rate^.y, 

I'i' 0 *? t'-Tooe off*’cere e''cr're.3&ed -i ncGi^.tiTo emever* 

Tho tenth qu>''otien iiKjuired V>?.'t3ier or not the i\*-tce 

•■'-s a'^vire of his p'^rsonal Gtrenqtlis and n"en'^:neoG‘33«, A total 

'cf ei^ity-fonr percent of those %Aio v'ore fully acqu/'.intcd 
i 

.••it3i their ev-lur-tiono ansn'ored affijr.nati'vely. fifty-s5.x 
'rcent of those v3ic had not seen thcii’ rooorts a]:i.j»\;erod 
affii --tively, Altlioufch nest of t'sic reo.sons were Lused on 
’'prist experience" or personal inventory^ it nuat bo a-sniuiaed 
tlisut ^crovledgc of fitness report contents i'layod. a, signifi- 
c:.nt role in this determination by the individual., 

I ^.uestion nui.lser thirteen inouired dbouG -cho hTiO\,Iedgo 

Icf the r^tee of f'le stand'.rds set up by the rater for }iia to 
tneet as a. Laval Cfficer* the standards refei'red to here 

P'ere not pa.rticularly those required by davy '•weguli tions or 

1 

'other official publicjition, but tliose intrinsic standards 
vset up by each individual rater vithin his own unit* fer- 
h.ap3 they ^/ould bo txre adequatcljr described as the personal 
'St nd<i,rds of t’le rater or the rater’s sto,ndards of ethics 
;.itliin his -^rofessicn* forty-nine- po?:'ceiit of the imctees v/ho 

f 

iicod co>.pietc ’'no'-leago of their ovaluatione felt that they 
kne'-r xhs stcnd.erdG of rheir r-tor vdiilc only tv/enty-nine 
'.creont of t'.iose all'' had no hnovieduje of their rcpnrtc could 
t>u:*t they kno'- tho standards of the rater* Cue of the 


most effective uethods for comuni eating the standarde of 



ryr) 


any co.i and to '.rtt'iin fhe cor.’r'.Hnd io thrruc^h 

di.'«cnBsionB* '7.1x0 ‘-ritufeOf: ^:o^o^t diBoacsion t.c .-.ii iCeol time 
and r'l-'^ce fnr C'^ris’-unication or reiteration of wuch ctand- 
j^rdo, and failirv; that, oiinple hnovledtjC of the contents of 
Ithe fitnesc re^^ort is a method* 

I 

nn’''bo:.' si: tceji in ren^^rd to training; •Vihicli the 
rateo request if the np-f.>ortunity shcu-zcu a s3.ight 

hut sigrifiesmt difference that eighty-nine percent of 
those who wore oware of their fitness rcprrt contents could 
choose their training as opnosed to seventy-nine jjercpnt of 
t.hoco who lio,d not econ their fitness reports, in the dis- 
cuf3sion of the fitness report, the rr.ter should point cut 
t’le netheds wlioreby the ratee can irrprove himself in his 
^'■•ar i 0 us \:cahnes s e c« 

Cuection numljor seventeen asked the ratee^e opinion of 
I 

the representiveness of his fitness reports to intcrested 
persons at the . ureau of .laval .ircrconnel* Geventy-ouo per¬ 
cent of those who had rcao. or discussed their reports felt 
that the reprosento.ticn would be proper wiiile only forty- 
eight percent of those ^. 11.0 had not scon their fitness reports 
sns’wcred affirnatively, j'tirther, all of those who had had 

ihair fitness reprrts discucsed with tVicn felt that the re- 

i 

ports \'ould represent then propei'ly# Confidcncv? in T.he op¬ 
eration of any systen is necessary on the T)fc-*rt of all part- 
icil.arits. This luci; of confidence in how the fitneos 

reports represent thaa results from a lack of discussion and 


training in the use of tiiC system* 





:;:3 


^uectlono nu'-'’'berG Gi:c, eiitl'-t, 
tea'll failed to o^iov rmy e>ifnificrpt 
•groups. It appears thet f*.© quoeti 


eleven> tvolve and fif- 
differences 'betveen the 
one do not ro3f).te direct¬ 


ly tc the Ev^ttcr contained in fitnesa reports. 

fhe results of this survey have devvonstratod that the 
discussion of the fitneqs report 5 or failinj tliat the chovring 
of th'^ fitness rc’^'ort to the r-tee, would enliancc tlie under¬ 
standing and confidence of the ratec in the fitness report 
sr stein, satisfy the UcvturrAl desires cf the rateCs raaho the 
social co'.'patihility of the ratec in the vforh situation more 
dcsirahle, assist the ratce in finding his strengths amd 
'./oe’'nf’soes and ’ cint out the training needed to improve the 


•^rofcssicnail ahility of the ratee* 


Chapter V 

Analyaio of i^uoBtionnaires for Raters 

It is mandatory in any study of this character tla t tho 
opinion of all concerned v/ith the proposed system by sout>ht 
out and evaluated. The raters v;erc ouestioned usinf^ the 
forms exhibited in .appendix B. The tentative dividing line 
between the raters and the ratees \/as drawn at the rank of 
Lieuterumt Com>’"ander because officers of this rank and below 
were more accessible w’^ithin the area. It was not the inten¬ 
tion of this study to dra\v' conclusions from a biased group 
as might appear but because expediency demanded the use of 
the particular ranks chosen. Inasmuch as rrost officers of 
the rcink of Lieutenant Commander and higher arc in positions 
v/here administrative responsibility requires that they eval¬ 
uate subordinates, their opinions were sought out in the 
category of raters* 

The procedure^ and locale^ of the interviev/s have been 
•orevi cusly described. The vuestionru-iircs attem ted to dis¬ 
cover tho attitudes of the raters tov/urd the fitness report 
.system in general, v/hy tho raters do or do not discuss fit¬ 
ness rer'orts, the procedure of discuss!onsp other values of 
the fitness re' ort, methods used to cormnunicate the rater's 
standards of ' erforrance to the ratee, the observed effect 
of the discussions on the rater, the ratee and the unit, 

1 oee above, n.23, 
r Ibid. 
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possible differences betv/een discussions within units afloat 
and ashore, and the rater's objections to a required discuss* 

ion* 

The sample chosen consisted of a total of eleven off¬ 
icers, eight of v/hcm advocate the discussion of fitness re¬ 
ports with the ratee and three of whom do not* 

ITumber Average Years 

Commissioned Service 

Captain 2 22*5 

Commander 5 16*0 

Lieut enant 

Commander 4 5.0 

Table 2* Rater Subjects by Rank and Average Years 
Commissioned Service* 

It is regretable that a more complete sample was not 
available to the writer but lack of sufficient time v/as the 
major reason for the insufficiently broad sample* 

In e^qjressing their attitude toward the fitness report 
system in general, only tv7o of the group thought it satis¬ 
factory* Pour of the raters thought the system needed a 
comnlete revision. The major objections to the report form 
fall into three groups* Pirst, the percentile rating system 
used in sections seven, eight and nine (a) should be elimin¬ 
ated as it does not select officers and the categories are 
not fully descriptive of officers. Second, the present form 
is biased in favor of a satisfactory report making it diff¬ 
icult for the rs.ter to submit an unsatisfactory report* 
Reference was made here particularly to sections seven. 


eight and nine (a). Third, raters are either unahle or un- 
williiig to place in writing their true opinion of the ratec* 
The writer is of the opinion that tho latter two of their 
013,1 octions can be overcome through instruction in the jji’oper 
inethods of preparing fitness ror-orts and through the dis¬ 
cussion of reports betv/een the rater and the ratee. The 
first objection has been validated in so fur as the failure 
of the system to select officers,^ and it is the v/riter^s 
opinion that unless the objective mcesurements are either 
changed to conform vrith specific positions or are given more 
careful desci’iptions tliat they should be deleted entirely. 

One rater suggested that only a written descri. tion of the 
officer be required. This would be a greatly enlarged section 
tv/elve of the present form and would be similar to the ojiec- 
dotal rating method 

I 

Ibrtero \dio discuss fitness reports with ratees appear 
to do so for two rrimarj'^ reasons. First, is to inform the 
ratee of tlie rater’s opinion of his v/ork performance and 
thereby improve morale. Second, is to compliment good work 
performance and to off<:r constructive criticism in the case 

I of substandard work perforiTance indicating the proper methods 

I 

'for irntroviji^^; the rutee’s performance, 

! The general procedure for a discussion by the raters 

I seems to be standardised. The rater chooses an ap^roiriate 

I 

I 

II See below, p«44, 

I 2 See above, p,18. 
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titJtf arui yl«ce :Yr tJ-e diocuation? tie r^.t-.. .t 

ri^-r to "liCi . l}i« aiacUfcy ' XX9 ^ ilC .“cnc,r*I Gi'Ut« 
oi'V® of t>e re- ort *-ro t- en ux g-ivJ I c:i o sclfic pri. tic- 
. ‘-‘^irtd V'. t* £) r- t^r cr the* r-t€?( « .}ic dio'oiifl jion 1 «j wde 
• oi p^ctlve s p'-ssi^-le and ’'r(=ru'>n;-litl c ’ t*re tcwl 

GO -uch au 'r-'ct icai l'** Ccnstractlv? criticl-n i» 
fco' t'’c r.tor -Kd re the do for i'V rrvir^i Ti.tco^i, verfi: 

. j-'C u3ccruui ed, .he into'.nriiv ••nu^t end on a. note of ’‘Utawl 
cenfiJenoe ni-d rseroct beth e.rtiro • nl it i« tac r.tcr’c 


jrrriCi.hi 3 ty to i'^jure thlo# 

four r..t r» in tho ♦;roa offered r.t.tcr o;5v,ib2e u«ic.v cf 
thn fi t!.oi2.> r»?T rr^ rcaidoo t? © routin'. jjc3ec‘.-ir'n 
•n't ur^otivto t-liSif) uB-^s vere to -rt-vivle on Ort orto*dty to 
c' er ’'CiU'.l,r :clive criticion vhere rcct"«e*.xy j tn cc’'.* “anlcate 
th'i ot-iiu^rds of *» erf or'’’‘fine e cj; ect'^a by t}:e r.. t-sr of tie 
r t' ej *Lii to '■'rjJv'nc'c the andcrot. nditv: bot\.a n tho i-’ ter 

I tno r. It is the o inirn t':< t II ‘'f tV«»i»« 

I 

re cc:isij»€nt '-.ith • rcocrlb a frr re~ 

! ort^ ' iiA ~-y b-f o<- nvi en-:fitly *ce<- yl e -od ty £.n int* 

Cf thn 0 n -'lo ’■* d divcus».- d tiicir fltric-s rvi' 

^ i.V» t' •? r*t 4 e 6 , oix cut nf tPti oiunt rn orlod t-i. t t' « ;m«- 
r 1 ei‘r*-ct - n tv.« r t-e lire L*-n :.o'“d. i>r.d tu?, *r c ivdrhrr 
ort .10 t'J t t. <•/ f'It ti\« 00'- uHti Ik d bbcn Gtren,_ti'*nif,a oy 
j t*'* i'^n* *;cn0 of the rat rs re ert 'd .-.viv r -q eff¬ 
ect on diac*‘ii«a v r. ' f tre oincutf.jicnO|, 'nt all 

r»> ‘vt-d t' '.z tier*' •Md«tt>d B b-''\»33 t*- rceiitoc* ff r lees, v*if 


vr-j t *0 .i-r. 



^’ive of the eight raters who Iriaa discussed fitness re¬ 
ports reported that at some tine they had encountered a feel¬ 
ing of inadequacy or ernbarrasi.r.ient during the discufioion, 

L'Ut, they felt that this was due mainly to inexnerience. Six 
of this group felt that they had a better understanding of 
the ratee after the discussion, while the other two said tluit 
they had. formed their opinions before the discussion, ilone 
of these raters felt thiat the time required to discuss the 
report had been Wvasted. 

Only two cf ti>e raters in the entire group thought that 
a discussion of fitness i*eports should be nandi tory for the 
entire MuYy» Ihe ma^lor objections to ouch a regulation vjere 
the rater’s lack of training in such a procedure, the in¬ 
fract i call ty of ouch a pi'ocedure in many commands where there 
are ait large nurber of ratees, the tendency to tr-^rt the pro¬ 
cedure as routine, and special circumstances surrcimding 
many c<'. scs, Several v;ere emnbatic in their aesire that all 
fitness reports be ahowu'i to the rfclecs in any case. 

Three of tVv© ratei’s were of the o ^inion that the sit- 
U' ticn nt ser was different from ^hat ashore. The principle 
reason for the difference they thought w^as in the diffei'cnt 
living conditions tluit exist. 

In sumair/, the raters, in general, are not wholeheartedly 
in support of the present fitness rdpert system, tViey use the 
fitness resort discusision for communicatiiig to the ratee their 
desires as to prrfornance, they have noticed many benefits 
to be derived from the discussion, the gre- t majority of the 


OX' 


rateer acce t tho discacii'ns as IKey are intended, and 
they feci thj. t tl ero is no gre t difference beti'ecn the 
aitUv'ition aflo./t end oshoro. The r. tors, in genercl, do 
not desire to sec the discussion of fitness rerorts becert'e 
r-ndntory. The r-^ters suy^ort the ider of discussions but 
prefer to Iciive the decision os to v/hether or not the dis¬ 
cus, ion should be conducted un to the r-ter in his articular 


situation. 
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01iar;tei‘ 71 

I Anjil 7 siG of ‘^itncar; Acport CoVaparison.-) 

The for^ used foi- at'otractiiL^ the 'i^it erial fro'i the 
fi ' -iosi;? re ortr, or file in the Inrear. of Jirral croonnol 
is exhibited in -i.v o::dix Is. 

The foiTn v,'>„3 JrTiaed to cbtrj.n the data record d in 
i?ecti.''.nn ueven, ei/fntj, nine (a) and t%/clvQ« The ab:itract~ 

Ira of t?aG data onrhainsd in ecctione n r/cn, oifilit j.nd 
nine (a) \^as airr ly accojnplishod by the c^eect transfer of 
the dat£i fror the fitnees re ort to tin* f mv. her section 
tv/elTe, ho\.*evc-r, it 'v". e neceser ry to ml:e cc.x.e;,;orieG for 
the 'v/ri*tten material in rocor . line catesories 

VjTB ailov'od. for, foviio dci;_';r‘''*-'s In c; eh. for co ' ents 

uT'Out the offic'^’r. Inao-auch ae the fiTC-^v of fitness 

re" arts ooa:. to he tstereo tlJ s fcr. i for yl^ci.-.^ the 

I 

k*e: red to oe -axticiono. .hi example 

■oh the use of the 1‘oiVi v.iil be ^^ivon }a.*re. th.e coKmontD 

in sectl-n 'r./elve 'ore: 

i-ioatenan v, onitn . error ei hi a ch^wiss;.. as 

Gunner?/ Officer of this slii^. in an excellent nan- 

nor. .i.e ha^? a li ■C’.tjuwIjj.o j.‘Or^5o.x ^l.t iix.ndl'x*.3 hiLs 

division v/ell. He lias developed methods for poi*- 
fur'Inj tlie routixio rc.'C.’ts c..‘ tne ^r^,..nox‘y 
ment vhich arc outstanding;. Lieutenant 3*aith*s 
conduct and lo;, ••.Ity to th^j service .ro - e- 

preach. 3. 

The form would be checked in the favorable coir- ent colu:m 
enca each in Per'^onr llty, Le^vCersl'ir, llesT'cnsibilitYj Con- 


•- ^ ^ t^v ^ * -ir^ f ^ Cf 1. social on 1 X ^. 
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duct, vork ^^etliodo and Vork Performance* 

Fitness reports are received by the Lureau of Laval 
i'crijonnel at a rate of over 7,000 per month* Tlio I'eports 
received on a tyi leal day for the ran):o of Lieutenant Com¬ 
mander through ^nsign were analysed with respect to the num¬ 
ber shown to officers before submission to the Lureou and 
for the numbers received from commands afloat* Table 3 
gives a surnnary of this information. 
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C orm^sands 

Command 


Afloat 

Ashore 

Reports shov/n 
to ratees* 

75 

67 

-leports not 
shewn to ratees* 

15 

24 


Table 3* Fitness IHeports received at the Lureau of 
Naval Personnel on 10 June 1948 grouped 
by Command and reference to Patee* 


An analysis of Table 3 results indicates that twenty-two 
percent of fitness reports are not sho\'m to the ratces* If 

I 

I 

those reports not shown to officers because of unavoidable 

difficulties are eliminated, the percentage vjould r.robably 

I 

be nearer fifteen* 

In selecting one fitness report from each file drav/er 
to obtain the sanple, the first usable repoi't was selected 
until a su^'flcient n-’L'ber wan obtained for each rank a.nd 
cl ssification. V-hen approxiraately representative numbers 
were obtained for each group, any additional fitness reports 
falling into the group v/ere eliminated and the next usable 
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one in that file was selected* In the opinion of the writer, 
tVie selection technique used in obtaining the sample was 
valid hov/cver, a more accurate sampling with entirely dif¬ 
ferent results might well be obtained by an experienced re¬ 
searcher* 

I All reports in both groups v/cre classified by the rater 

as satisfactory but, it was observed in the case of two of 

% 

'these reports that the bureau of Iv'aval Personnel reclassifi- 
ied the reports as unsatisfactory and returned there to the 
rotee for the letter required by javy Regulations in conn¬ 
ection therewith* Both reports were retained in the rater’s 
I original clasfiification for the purposes of this study. It 
must be realised that about ninety-nine percent of all fit¬ 
ness reports received in the Bureau are classified as satis¬ 
factory. 

A total of seventy-six reports that had not been seen 
Iby the ratees at the time the reports v/ere submitted to the 
jBureau of ITaval Personnel were selected* 



Line 

Aviation 

Staff 

Total 

Ensign 

8 

5 

1 

14 

Lieutenant 
(.■junior grade) 

12 

10 

6 

28 

Lieut caant 

10 

6 

6 

22 

Lieutenant 

Commander 

5 

4 

5 

ir 

Total 

33 

25 

18 

76 

Table 4* Gi*oup of 

Pitness 

Reports not shown 

to 


xlatee by Bank and aroad Classification* 




.1 of ei'■ ty«four re~'oi'to h-d been by 


rat'-'^es ut iH • vi; f the rej^ortj • tro »-•. i txed to cUe 
, nr®#u cf ^ V'-l . r *oniie3. v«rc af.lc.cti'*d» 


Line /•viL>tion .jt&ff 


neirtn 

f-r^do) 

. icutenant 

.-ieuteiiant 

CorrrJindor 

„Vtal 


7 


10 

7 


n 


f>0 

• V 




17 


14 


y 


5 


:?0 


« LI 


14 

84 


I'abic 5 , urcun cf jitneos ..eports fiSioviri to -d-tec 
by ..s.n!: and inroad Cl<. seification* 

It should aloo be noted th-t on only one report in both 

rou' ;j vao th*re tb< ro* rrt h-d bft« l diS- 

ci-’. >**<1 .'ith tho r. too* tc’-.ever, thi® vAiot not be ti'dren ae 

ti\ i'f*'I j fr.tlrn that onUy one ro* ert out of ICO io di^cuQocd* 

r?ie results cf tne csarvty for cctiona seveiig and 

I , , 

'Tin.?(a) i.rc- n T' oeutod on the Giiecocdin, pa-je in rceni 

I 

for "^'or sy ec^ ricon* A cr>r.az. ris<''n of the roesulto eta- 
■“-'tics\3y nhov.s V. t the yrrupo dirfc?r cj».ntly only 

* ■ cn t'-*.* tot i Pi if'o i*i each roroontilo are tcitr.led 

for ^ectl'iH 4*'>vcn t:.d vlien tot^>.IoA for ucctin^c^ acvai^ el"ht 
tiJ. olfMpC*i)e '..'l-.e .it .ti <*tic il differonco chovfi thcr * f «• a. 

thit Cl “'i: f*; c .ut difference betvaen the nuaber of . c.rjtjs 

I 

;• ft hlr'ce*! tos jicreent colu n the next I ", tventy 
L reent cnlv* .a, 7r. C‘i>ee, tho r^-rrte of thos** ’'‘ho haite 







L’otal I'larkin^^B in 
section Jcven 




□ 


ritncss reports 
oIio\m to ratee 

i-’^tnesc rc; ortc 
not shov/n to 
ratee 


Totol !Iar;rings in 
Cectioric Jevenj, 
I.lig'ht and _.ine(a) 




□ 


'.opposite 
roiipi i\r;o 

Ijomial 


10 • 


lo;. 


W ^ lU^ 


3^' 
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C 

r* 




42>j 



io’irest 

105; 


Text 

:io;v 


laddle Next Hlfdiost 

40;^ 20>j 11.- 


Gor-iPlrioa Groups vs* ^.G^-'cetod Groups 
(i-ot observed coluroi el .i mi rated) 

Grajjh 2% Comp^eriBon of !-erks in Doctions Seven* Sight 
and l..ine(a) of Witness Report Groups*^• 


1 Geo ^ppe.iidix v for n'^erical ta.hles* 
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ins and the reports of those v/ho have not seen them tend to 
he murhed in the next lower twenty percent groupint 5 , llie 
differences in percentages are beyond three standarxi deviat¬ 
ions and are thus beyond the normal campling error.^ It is 
not felt that this s^iall difference in percentages affects 
this study in spite of the fact that it is beyond the normal 
sampling error. It is possible thet raters tend to mark the 
ratee higher if t loy are aware of the forthcoming discussion 
or perusal of the report with or by the ratee. 

VTien both groups of reports are combined» the resulting 
curve from the total marks in the percentile groupings of 
sections seven, eight and nine{a) is badl;/ skewed to the 
right.^ 

The results of the survey for section t\v*elve are pre¬ 
sented in Table 6 showing the percentages of remarks in each 
category for botii groups. 

An examination of the tabulated results for section 
twelve from the sta-tistical viewpoint leads to the conclus¬ 
ion that there is no significant diffex’ence between the 
quantity or typo of remarks placed on the fitness reT)orts in 
either group. 

Tho comparison of the total niniber of remarks placed in 
section tv/elve of each group is presented in Graph 3. There 
is a trend which although not significant is indicative, 

1 Bee Appendix for calculations, 

2 Gee above x.44. 


PavorablQ lloutral Constinictive Jei^ative 
CcKnefit Copy/iont Criticim Criticism 

ix&tees >/ho have seen their fitness rerorto* 

Perocnality 


(Character') 

29. G 

1.5 

0.3 


Leadership 

6.7 

0.5 

0.5 


Ueoponsibi1ity 

6.1 

0.5 

0.3 


Conduct 

0.5 




Vork Hothodo 

11.8 

1.1 


0.3 

•Vork Aerforriance 

PI.8 

3,1 

0.5 

0.3 

Ability 

Specific instances 

l?i.9 

0.5 

0.3 


of perfortrxtinco not 
included above 

0.5 


0.3 

0.3 

Others 

0.3 




Aateen who have not 

seen their 

fitnooa 

reports. 

ilcrsonality 





(Character) 

27.4 

0,7 



X enderohip 

7.7 

0.3 



Aeoponsibiiity 

4.0 



0,3 

Conduct 

0.3 




Vork Ilethiods 

11.4 

P.O 

0.3 


'v'ork Performance 

20.8 

5.7 



Ability 

Specific instances 

16.1 

1.0 

0.7 


of perfcrs^ance not 
included above 

1.0 



O.r* 


ethers 


T. 


ible 6, 


r^ercents^ec of Gtatcnients in each Category for 
Section 1.*^ of Witness iieport Groupo.^ 


An Inspection of the graphs shows 
raters who nliovi fitness reports to the 


tho trend of those 
ratec prior to cuc- 


1 o«e Appendix D for nurnerical table# 





iniDsion to tho iiureau of .raTuI Personnel to "oe inclined to- 
\n rd Si Ic rger nunber of rci.iarlis about the ratee* The inodes 
and medians of both frequency distrloutions are fourj but 
the aritlimetical average of tho group of ratees who saw 
their fitness reports is 4,28 as coinpared with 5*94 foi’ the 
group \iio did not see tfieir reports* 

The next logical question to he ansv/ered is what hearing 
this survey has on the hypothesis* The survey v;as conducted 
to dcter’znine if any significant differences existed between 
the fitness re^'orts of those officers who saw them before 



Granh 3. Comparison of lJurnber of Remarks in Section 12 of 
Pitneos ^.oport Groups*^ 


1 Gee Aorondix 1) for table. 


























j3uljr.i3Gion to the 3ui’eau of leraoimel mid th.o;3c who 

did not see thtjm* It nay "be concluded that there is nc sig¬ 
nificant difference exioting 'betvj'cen the two groux^c, The 
rdner tendencies toward certain types exhibited by both 
groups are not considered sufficient to warrant any other 
conclusion* Inas’nuch as the groups v/crc equal and the fit¬ 
ness report a w'er© substantially equals it n&y be further 
concluded that showing the fitneso reports to the ratces 
liU-kcs no significant diffei’cnce in their content* 
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L}un-tcr VII 


fro*j. ourvcy 

TV.e resultc obtc-lncd froci thf‘ rateo ciuecticnuaiire sho'^. 

I four ir'iport(.i*l trond?^ in the tldL' intx rf t)'.c r'-tceic'# 'ilie 
^ roj.‘»'^'~:o3t in the lack of the rater ’s ccnfideuce in the re- 
Ji'cnt fitness rci-ort systaa* lido is slu ar^.allliic condition. 
jlhJs inveo* iv:7.tl n sug;^cctE5 that the ahacnce of e-pprooi'iate 
xrainii'jc; in tlio noe of the fitness report uyotem on t'e® part 
of all officers in the havp’ contriiutee directly to this con¬ 
dition. 

The .*nori Ic of ratecs cun be Y&otly i. ij,/roYe5i tliroutJi the 
r—to¥-.i of all veils of oecretivenesit; from tho fitness report, 
ks s’- ovrii the study# eijldy-three ; ex‘cent of tho iv-teco de¬ 
sire alt iiiterviov/ after their fitricua rrr ert is cou leted* 

I -lie vitlibclaing of inf or"'at Ion of this nature naturally leads 

i 

I ilir i” toe to m struct ef tho rat or, he f-’clo that tho rater’ 
ia Icee^iitl hi^i an evaluation -which the rater is • charod 

' to display because it lo such a pool* one* 

ihe st-aly indicated that pcrha/B the social cc.-isatibil- 

I 

itv »?f the rales .o^ld be enluuiced by hicv/irig hovr oti:cro 
vic^w his orv -pf-rfor c nco. 

“imilZy, th.e (5...oriuno tinie for corf, lit. ntiutj ratecs on 
t''fc-ir nrx'h yorfor-.ttnee and poinlin^^ tlie \^i*y la uhich 

t!**^ o .n i^’ rov'-* their u-'rfor'-auce tnrcugh constructive 
cr.ticiCT! lo t tlie tire fituoas rtivorls arc »• bfciiited. It 
I .j : b« pr-ii t'u'i out th t ran.' ro-t-; s uo uvr. lisli this on a die- 
,to o- y b?«ni» rr^t' er t' an va3tl*i,.s; until y fitr^sr- re. ort i« 
due for 3jV“.i5;!,i i , but reitcr-tl<n of the facts at t’lC tir*e 





CO 


the reprrt is subnitted will pci*forr>]i no t e.m and ct.use 
the ratee to be v ore deeply impresned co socially \dth cf'n- 
Gtructive critic! m« 

All of the inferoncos listed tibovo 'nay be brought into 
action through the discussion of comi leted fitness reports 


bet’-/een t>ie r 
A total 
questionnaire 
the systen o,s 
( opinion that 


ator and the ratee, 

of four inferences t ay be drawn fron the rater 
• The first is the lack of understanding of 
it is prosontly used* It is tiie writer’s 
nanj,’' of these misunderstandings would be 


alleviated if an intensive drive v.as placed on tr 
the proper method of using fitness reports. 


ining in 


The probable need for a revision of the present form to 
make it more selective of officers, eopccially in sections 


seven, eight, and nine (a) was indicated. 


haters who have discussed fitness reterts have found 

1 

that they and the entire I^avy can easily benefit from using 
the fitness report for i^urposes other trian simple selection 
and assignment. Among the chief benefits are the more com- 
) plete understanding that can be brought about between the 
rater ana tine ratee and the opportunity for com limenting 

I 

•the Tc^tee’s work or offci'ing constructive criticism. 


Ihe raters strongly indicated that they desired the 
discussion be left to the discretion of the raters and not 
be made mndatcry. 


The 


cor. 


;on of the fitneso rejjorts of the 


tv.’o 


grou^.s 


I 

I 
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■brougiit to light throe particularly significant items* The 
most important was that sections seven, eight and nine (a) 
fi.il to select officers. Officers cannot possibly be sel¬ 
ected when ninety-nine percent of all marks are listed in 
the Upper seventy percentile brackets and eighty-nine per¬ 
cent are listed in the upper thirty percentile brackets. 

The raeagemess of information contained in section 
tx/elve of the fitness report is a detriment to the entire 
system. It is the v;riter*s opinion that if the discussion 
of fitness reports was required there xvould be a more ade¬ 
quate description of the ratee in this section. 

There was no significant difference between the two 
groups of reports investigated except a small indication 
that those shown to officers tended to be marked in the 
higher bracket. It is apparent that whether reports are 
shoum to officers or not makes very little difference in 
the preparation of the report. 


Chapter VIII 

SuggesJtlono for jc'\irtliei* Investigation 
The outstanding topic which arose in this survey was 
the possibility of devising separate rating for/ne for each 
corps within the havy and with separate criteria for the 
measureiTient of each corp*s particular types of duties* 

One subject even suggested that separate criteria be estab¬ 
lished for each type of position v;ithin the Havy* There 
is some merit in the first of these suggestions in the 

\/riter*s opinion* 

I 

The need for a training phamphlet for use in coimection 
with the preparation of fitness reports has been evidenced 
several times in the survey and has been indicated in the 
Ini’orenceo* 

Keviev/ing of fitness reports by an officer senior to 
the rater as a means of holding the rater within reasonable 
limits has been suggested* This may have some merit* 

The success of the committee system in certain indust- 
I’ial concerns proves that it has imich merit* Although it 
vras previously pointed out that the character of the llavy 
organization prevents the operation of such a system, it 
may be feasible in certain units within the IJavy* 


Chapter IX 

Concluoionn and RecoTirriendations 


Conclurjiona 

The value of fitness reports to the U.C. Javy can he 
c.'hanced hy stron^^ly encouraging a discussion of completed 
fitness reports hetween the rater and the ratee "because: 

(l) The morale of the ratees v/ould be greatly?’ improved* 
(?) The shovirig of fitness reports to ntees has not 
changed file rater's opinion of the ratee's worh 
performance appreciabl 3 r, thereforej it Y.vust be 
assumed that a discussion vill not c"’<.aiige the 
rater's opinion but v/ould probably require him 
to e 2 q)ress it more fully in the re^'ort* 

(^) The trainii.g in evaluating vork perfornance re¬ 
ceived 'bj the ratee in the discussion vjould im¬ 
prove his understanding of the system and liis 
own ability to evaluate others properly \dien the 
occasion arises. 

Iweco^TiTiendations 


The specific recoirm-endations as a result of this sur¬ 
vey are: 

(l) An investigation should be instigcited by the Bureau 
of I'ciVcil j.eisonr.el for the purpose of determining 
the V'luo of a discussion of fitness reports under 
much better controlled conditions than were feasi¬ 
ble in this studi^. Jhould such a study "be con¬ 
ducted, it is recommended that special attention 


"bs civen to tlie val^ie of sections ncrout, oi-’- t 
cincl nirc (b) of tlie preoent fitneso rG.;oi't frnn 
tc tbe I'nv:/, The discucojen of fitnesrj ro’-*ort8 
should be enco’ur.aged and STjace should be allotted 
on the feryn for indicating \*’het}ier or not tlic com¬ 
pleted ro ert hud been discussed by the ri.t'^r and 
the ro.tee jointly. 

(?) The reference of fitness ro erte to the rttees 
prior to their subrnissicn to the Bureau of Haval 
Personnel heo been shovm to he highly desirable by 
this particulair grourj of subjects. Should further 
investigation in this area confirm tdiese resultsj 
it io recc’‘r'ended that the service be ir!fcr’’'ed of 
the advc,ntages found and o thorough trial be given 


prior to requiring the procedure* 

(?) "./hile the present instructions repjarding the uses 
and methods of the fitness report syrstem have been 
considered adequate for mny yeax’s, it is the 
VTTiter’s opinion that a moi’e extensive description 


of the system, its u.seo, methods and definitions 
v;ould be invaluable as a trriining device for the 
improvc’'N 3 nt of fitness ro'-ort contents and uses. 

A procedure for the conduct of a discussion of the 
coi'’p'ieted rr*! ort between the rater and tac ratee 


oho'ula he included for i>ic guidcvnce of those raters 
who desire its benef'Jts* 


Chapter X 
Jutnmary of Survey 

This Durvey was undertaken to atterapt to discover whe¬ 
ther or not the llavy Officer Witness ..teport system could he 
improved through rcquiriiig a discussion of the conrleted re¬ 
port hetv/een the rater and the rates. After surveying the 
available literature and investigating several industrial 
concerns, the v/riter found the use of a discussion rather 
widespread in pi’ogressive coapanles and highly recoiTsr-"-ended 
in the literature. 

The problem was attacked from three directions, yirst, 
a group of ratees v/as interviewed to determine tlieir att¬ 
itudes toward the discussion and its associated benefits and 
their attitudes toward the fitness report systeiYi. 

Second, a group of raters were interviewed to determine 
their attitudes toward the same aspects as those for the 
ratees and in addition their attitude toward a required dis¬ 
cussion. 

Third, a group of fitness reports on file in the bureau 
of liaval lersonnel were analysed to determine if any signif¬ 
icant differences existed between those sViown to ratees and 
those not 3ho\m, 

The results of the su 2 rveyc showed that the discussion 
of fitness reports between the rater and the rat«e sVould be 
strongly encouraged but not made mandatory. The ratees over¬ 
whelmingly desire a discussion of their fitness reports. 

The discussion of fitness rex orts \irill probably improve the 


r>r-h.'.4ic;c t! o r'vtULl amMr- 


cosci'ii/wivcr.rss of tils' re ort, 
si' iidirzg cmd re£n;ect of Ijotli t\e ra-ter and tlie r;i-tee, train 
t (? r^-tee in the ov'-l'in'tion of an and iz-irrove tie • nr'^le of 
th0^ ratees, 

'Ihe survey trcu^dit into td-is.rp reli»^f the 'jpjaliiai lack 
ef cc d'idonee tKrourdiout this :,ro- r of officer x^er^^onncl in 
the fitness report c;. 3 tern and liigJ'i lighted c need for re- 
^vision of oectienn seven, eight and nine (*:.)« It is the 
'of ini on of the v/riter tVjn.t the forrier c’Ji be allcvi- T.ed 

I 

througli an intensive traiidnt; pi'ogram in the use cf fitness 
reports and throUfedi sti’ong encouTcj^enent of the discussion. 
The D 'eci.fic rcco::r.endations derived frori this survey 


ares 


(1) An Inveutigation shoi*ld be instiga ted to doter- 
nine t]ic Yt:..lue of a discussion of fitness re;'orto 
under veil controlled eruditions, .special attent¬ 
ion should be given in ouch a study to the value 
of sections seven, eight and nine (a) of the pre¬ 
sent fitness report foro to the iUivy\ 

( 2 ) The dioeucsicn of completed fitness rc ortc should 
bo strosigly cncouratied and space should be pi'cvided 
on the ferjQ fur indicatinis uiiether oi* not a dis¬ 
cussion v;\.-w held* 

(3) The roference of fitncoo reporto to ratecs a'pc rs 
to be hifdily desireible. ^^h.ouid further investi^gat- 
ion cortf 1x71 this study, the advantages of such a 

i i*oc<’durc should be pi’or'Ulyated and tooted throu^rh- 
out the oervico before 'requiring co’'^'lianco. 


[A) 


It i9 tv^ ’-rater^ - onlii3on tha.- 1 a 
il'itcri lion of tVft fitness re-ort 
Jcn ir.V;<atif».'blo tiv-iid^u*! Jr^vicc for 


-•'■re o: tensive 
voiald be 
tV.v'5 ^.'“.noral. im- 


ri'ovc ont of the 
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^ OFFICER’S FITNESS REPORT 
INSTRUCTION SHEET 

IMPORTANT INSTRUCTIONS—READ CAREFULLY 


GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

The attached revised Officer’s Fitness Report is to be used 
in place of the old forms, NAVPERS 310 and 311. 

This form serves the following purposes: 

1. It serves as a report of fitness for all officers both 
afloat and on shore. 

2. The first carbon—(Page 2)—keeps up to date in Bu- 
Pers the Officer’s Qualifications Questionnaire, which 
provides the Bureau with information covering each 
officer’s previous experience and qualifications for 
various types of duty. 

3. The second carbon—(Page 3)—provides data cover¬ 
ing changes in the officer’s qualifications and is to be 
filed in the Officer’s Qualification Record Jacket as 
an aid to Commanding Officers and Personnel Officers 
in assigning him properly. 

This form is to he submitted semi-annually for all officers 
(quarterly for Commanders and Captains in command of 
units afloat, individual ships or opcratiaig commands) and 
in all cases of permanent detachment of either the officer 
or reporting senior. Special reports on this form will be 
submitted ONLY at the following times: 

1. When directed by higher authority. 

2. When officer is recommended for trial by General 
Court Martial. 

3. Upon receipt of orders for officer to report to Bureau 
of Naval Personnel for disciplinary hearing. 

4. When requesting detachment of officer (attach to re¬ 
quest). 

5. Upon recommendation that officer be disenrollcd. 

6. When specifically directed by Bureau of Naval Per¬ 
sonnel. 

A typewriter is to be used when at all possible in filling out 
Sections I through 6. Since 96% of all fitness reports 
received in BuPers are typed, tlie form has been constructed 
for that type of preparation. Care should be exercised that 
the carbon copies are legible if a typewriter is not used. 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR REPORTING OFFICERS 

In deciding on promotions of officers, Selection Boards 
must, in effect, compare an officer with others of the same 
.rank rather than with more arbitrary standards. You will 
_ynote that in Section 7 and subsequent sections you are asked 
to do just that — compare each officer with all others 

of the same rank and corps whose professional abilities are 

known to you personally. Please note that the officer is 
not to be compared only with the others of his rank now 
under your command. For this reason, it Is important to 
indicate in Section 9b how many officers are included in the 
group you use for comparison. 

In making this comparison, keep in mind that the group 
of officers whose professional abilities are known to you 
personally (or any other group of people) will fall into a 
j normal distribution when graded on any trait or factor— 
that is. there will be a small number at the lower end, a 


larger group in the middle, and a small group at the top. 
With this curve in mind, compare the officer with the group 
and mark him on each factor in Section 7 as falling in one 
of the five brackets—the lower 10%, the next 20%, the 
middle 40%, the next 20% or the top 10%. Do not hesitate 
to mark “not observed” on any factor which you think not 
applicable to the duty in which you have observed the officer 
or in which your observation has been too limited to warrant 
judgment. 

No entry which is made in Section 7 will be considered an 
unsatisfactory report. Only adverse comment in Section 6 
and entries so designated in Sections 8, 9, 11 and 12 will be 
so considered. 

An unsatisfactory report must be referred to the officer re¬ 
ported on for his statement which is to be attached to the 
report of fitness. In any case open to question as to what 
constitutes an entry of an unfavorable or unsatisfactory 
nature the officer will always be given the benefit of having 
seen the report. (Sec Article 137 Navy Regulations, Gen¬ 
eral Order No. 62, and BuPers Manual Article C-1006). 
The Bureau desires that reporting seniors make every effort 
to show each fitness report to the officer reported upon and 
to discuss it with him, in so far as practicable. In this con¬ 
nection please note the instructions in Section 12 which 
provide that statements of a constructive nature which 
refer to minor imperfections or lack of qualifications 
do not constitute an unsatisfactoiy report. On ever)' report 
of fitness, the reporting senior will indicate under Section 
12 whether the officer reported on has or has not seen the 
report. 

The reporting senior will sign all three pages of the report 
in the lower right hand corner, or will sign the original and 
designate a commissioned officer, preferably senior to the 
officer reported on, to authenticate Pages 2 and 3 in lower 
right hand corner. The officer reported on may sign and 
retain Page 3, inserting same in his qualification jacket, if 
he is gcograpiiically detached from the reporting senior. 
The Officer’s Fitness Report (Page 1) and the Officer’s 
Qualification Report—BuPers Copy—(Page 2) are to be 
forwarded— not separated —to BuPers. The Officer’s Qual¬ 
ification Report—Jacket Copy—(Page 3) is to be detached 
and filed in the Officer’s Qualification Record Jacket. 
Fitness Reports are to be submitted promptly and their 
preparation is one of the most important and responsible 
duties of superior officers. Failure to prepare them object¬ 
ively is detrimental to the efficiency of the Navy. If not 
submitted promptly, the rights of the officer reported on 
may be prejudiced. The fitness of an officer for the service 
with respect to promotion and assignment to duty is deter¬ 
mined by his record. 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR OFFICER REPORTED ON 

It is your responsibility to fill out Sections 1 through 5 of 
this form and to sign all sheets in the lower left-hand cor¬ 
ner. Submit the form to your reporting senior at the times 
specified in the General Instructions above. Use a type¬ 
writer, if at all possible—if not, use ink, but be sure that 
all copies are legible. 


NOTE: For eajivenience there is printed on the back of these instructions a xvork sheet which may be used as a draft in preparing the 
carbonised set. The work sheet is to be detached before filling out the carbonised set and is NOT to be forwarded to BuPers. 




















READ CAREFULLY THE INSTRUCTIONS ON THE REVERSE SIDE 


DATE 


\ NAME 




<flr»t) 


(middle) 


RANK AND CLASSIFICATION 


SHIP OR STATION 


FILE NO. 


PERIOD OF REPORT (mo., day. year) 
DATE FROM j DATE TO 


DATE OP KEPORTINa TO 

PRESENT SHIP OB STATION 


OCCASION FOR REPORT 

I—I DETACHMENT OP 


DETACHMENT OF 


REGULAR 


2 ^ DESCRIPTION OF DUTIES SINGE LAST FITNESS REPORT (List most recent first end describe accurately. Include periods of leave, transit, ate., elso 

Include employment of ship.) 

FROM 

TO 

MO. 

yb. 

MO. 

yr. 
























Hat present duty changed since last Illness report wat submitted? 




Yet 


□ 


No 


IP COURSES OP INSTRUCTION WERE COMPLETED DURING PERIOD OP THIS REPORT, UST TITLE OF COURSE. LOCATION OF SCHIOOL, 

LENOTH OF COURSE AND DATE COMPLETED. 


Are you physically quellfled 
for Sea Dutyf 

Ooo^t 
Know 


□ Yet □ No □ 


4. If Aviator, Indicate No. of 

Flight Hours Lest Two years 
for Each Type Aircraft (List 
Most Recent Type First) 

TYPE OF AIBCRAIT 







TOTAL 

NO. OF HOURS 









5. 

MY PREFERENCE 
FOR NEXT DUTY 

SEA 

KIND OF DUTY 

** 

LOCATION 


SHORE 

KIND OF DUTY 

LOCATION 

IS^: 


6. SECTIONS 6 THROUGH 12 TO BE 
FILLED IN BY REPORTING OFFICER 


W' IS THIS OFFICER QUALIFIED TO PEB^ 
o FORM ALL HIS n 

^ PRESENT DUTIES? LJ YES U NO 

J 

^0, 


NAME OF REPORTING OFFICER 


RANK 


PILE NO. 


OFFICIAL STATUS RELATIVE TO OFFICER REPORTED ON 


INDICATE MORE RESPONSIBLE DUTIES FDR WHICH HE IS IN TRAINING. (If none, so state) 


DATE OF EXPECTED 
QUALIFICATION 


Commeal oa epecla) or outatandlnc quelldcatlong as well at a&y phyalcal defects, which should be considered In determiolng the kinds of duty to which ho should be detailed. Only comments oo 
quellflcMions algnlflcfiDt In detailing should bo entered here. ANY COMMENTS REOARDINQ FITNESS FOR PROMOTION SHOULD BE ENTERED IN SECTION 12 ONLY OF PAGE 1. 


< 

H 

liJ 



ASHORE 


AFLOAT 


7 FOR EACH FACTOR OBSEB\TED CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX TO INDICATE HOW THE OFFICER COMPARES WITH ALL OTHERS OF THE SAME RANK. CLASSIFICA- 
TION AND CORPS WHOSE PROFESSIONAL ABILITIES ARE KNOWN TO YOU PERSONALLY. DO NOT LIMIT THIS COMPARISON ONLY TO THE OTHERS NOW UNDER 
YOUR COMMAND. DO NOT HESITATE TO MARK "NOT OBSERVED'* ON ANY QUALITY W^HEN Al'PROPRIATE NO ENTRY WHICH IS MADE IN THIS SECTION WYLL BE 
CONSIDERED AN UNSATISFACTORY REPORT ^\"HICH MUST BE REFERRED TO THE OFFICER FOR STATEMENT. ONLY ENTRIES DESIGNATED IN SECTIONS 8. 9. II 
AND 12 WILL BE SO CONSIDERED. 


RATING FACTORS 

Not 

Observed 

Within 

Bottom 

10% 

Within 

Next 

29% 

Within 

Middle 

40% 

Within 
Next Top 
20% 

Within 

Top 

10% 

A. SEA OR ADVANCE BASE DUTY 

How does this officer compare In: 
NOTE: ITEM (A3) TO BE 

MARKED FOE ALL OFFI¬ 
CERS. 

I. STANDING DECK WATCHES UNDE31WAY? 







2. ABILITY TO COMMAND? 







3. PERFORMANCE IN PRESENT DUTIES AS DESCRIBED IN SECTION 2. ABOVE? 







4. REACTIONS DURING EMERGENCIES? 







5. PERFORMANCE AT BATTLE STATION OB IN BATTLE DUTIES? 







B. INITIATIVE AND 
RESPONSIBILin 

How well does this offleer: 

I. ASSUME RESPONsmrUTY WHEN SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS ARE LACKING? 







2. GIVE FRANK OPINIONS WHEN ASKED OK VOLUNTEER THEM WHEN 
NECESSARY TO AVOID MISTAKES? 







3. FOLLOW THROUGH DESPITE OBSTACLES IN CABEYINO OOT RE^SPONSIBILITIES 
ASSIGNED OR ASSUMED? 







C. UNDERSTANDING AND SKILL 

How well does this officer: 

1. UNDERSTAND INSTRUCTIONS GIVEN. AND USE SUGGESTIONS OFFERED? 







2. EXERCISE JUDGMENT? 







3. RATE IN TECHNICAL COMPETENCE IN 

HIS SPECIALTY. Lb' ANY^? (Name SpecUlty) 







D. LEADERSHIP 

How well does this officer: 

I. INSPIRE SUBORDINATES TO WORK TO THE MAXIMUM OF THEIR CAPACITY? 







2. EFFECTITOLY DELEGATE TASKS AND ADTHOHITY? 







3. TRANSMIT ORDERS. INSTRUCmONS. AND PISANS ? 







4. ORGANIZE HIS WORK AND THAT OF THOSE iTNDER HIS COMMAND OR 
SUPBR\aS10N? ‘ 







5. MAINTAIN DISCIPLINE AMONG THOSE UNDER EIS COMMAND OR DIRECTION? 







E. CONDUCT AND WORK HABITS 

How does this ofDcor compars in: 

1. ABILITY TO WORK WITH OTHERS ? 







2. ABHOTT TO ADAPT TO CHANGING NEEDS AND CONDITIONS? 







3. MUTARY CONDUerr—BEABmO. DRESS. COURTESY. BTC. ? 








Q INDICATE YOUR ATTITUDE TOWARD 
HAVING THIS OFFICER UNDER YOUR 
COMMAND. WOULD YOU: 


rEFrNTTE:LY NOT 

□ WANT Hlit? 

(UNSATISFACTORY) 


□ 


PREFER NOT 
TO HAVE HIM f 
(UNSATISFACTORY) 


□ 


BE SATISFIED 
TO HA\nE HlMt 


□ BE PLEASED 
TO HAVE HIM? 


□ 


PARTICULARLY 
DESIRE HIM? 


Oa Contiderlnc All Otlleers ot the Same Rank. 
Clessihcation and Corps. Whose Professional 
Abilities Ace Known to You Persooally, 
Would You Promote Him: 


□ 


(Cheek one) 

UNDER NO IF 90% WERE 

CIRCUMSTANCES? 1—1 TO BE 
(Unsatlsfsctory) LJ PROMOTED? 


□ 


TP 79% WERE 
TO BE (—1 

PROMOTED ? I I 


IP 30% WEBB 
TO BE I—I 

PROMOTED ? LJ 


IF ONLY 19% 
WERE TO BE 
PROMOTED t 


OK How many Officers ere Included In the 
group used lor the comparison i n 9e? 
10 OR I—I 10 TO rn OVER 
LESS LJ 50 LJ 50 


□ 


10, c6mment in section i2 and oive reference here to any commendable or adverse reports that have seen made on the officer ourino this period. 


f 1 HAVE YOU ANY ADVERSE COMMENTS TO MAKE REOAROIHO THIS OFFICER'S 
‘QUALITIES OR PERFORMANCE? , 

HAS HE ANY MENTAL OR MORAL WEAKNESS WHICH ADVERSELY AFFECTS 
HIS EFFICIENCY? 


n TES 

□ 


TES 


n NO 

□ 


NO 


If yes, explain 
lo Sectloa 12. 


UNSATISFACTORY. Yes In either Item of Section II 
constitutes en unsatisfactory report and must be referred 
to the officer for statenient. 


preseot duties hut has ^d no experience at eea'* would oot bo unsetlsfactory In nature. 

Check one of these boxes — I CONSIDER THIS REPORT TO BE Q 8ATI8FACTOBY CD 


UNFAVORABLE 


□ 


UNSATISFACTTORY 


z 

<■ 


lU 
>. 
< 


o 

Q 


(If additional space Is needed attach extra sheet) 


SIGNATURE OF OFFICER REPORTED ON (Applies oely tp Sections | through 5) 


SIONATUBB OF REPORTINQ OFFICER 


Has this report been | | y 

shown or referred to I 1 

offleer reported oaf 


DO NOT FORWARD THIS SHEET TO SUPERS 



















































































































































































































X fOR DETAIL PURPOSES 


59 


OFFICER'S FITNESS REPORT 

NAVPEH3>3I<IA (REV. 6-4$) 

PLEASE TYPE THIS EOHM 
If no typ«urrltof H evalUblo uta Ink but be eure all eoplee *rt"1[^lblo> 




DATE 


NAME 


(Inet) 


(flrit) 


(middle) 


HANK AND CLASSIFICATION 


FILE NO. 


SHIP DR STATION ” . .. 

PERIOD OF REPORT (mo,, day, jerr) 

BATF: from j DATE TO 

DATE OF RiyORTlNO TO 
PRESENT SHIP OR STATION 

OCCASION FOR REPORT " - 

[—1 DETACHMENT OF r-j DlTTACHMENT OF f—y REGULAR PH 

LJ OFFICER IlfiPORTKD ON LJ REPORTING SENIOR U SEMI-ANNUAL LJ QUAirTKllLT LJ SPECIAL 

2, OESCRIPTIOH OF OOTIEB SINCE LAST FITNESS REPORT (List most reeont first and describe aeturetely. Include periods o? laave. transit, ett., also 

Include employment of ship.) 

FROM 

TO 

MO. 

YK. 

MO. 

YB. 






















□ 


Yes 


□ 


No 


Hat present dirty ehanged ?ince Inti mnest report was submltledT _ 

3. IF COURSES OF INSTBUCTION WERE COMPLETEH DimiNQ PEntlOD OP THIB REa^RT. LIST TITLE OF <X)UBSE, LOCATION OP SCHOOL. 
LENOTR OF COURSE AND DATE COMTLFTTBD. 


Are you pbytlcaily out tided 
for Bea Duty) 

D Yas n No rn 


Knew 


4* If Avlatcr» Indicate No, el 

Flight Houra Last Two years 
for Each Type Aircraft (Lift 
Mott Rocent Typo First) 


TYPE or AIRCRAJT 







TOTAL 

NO. OF FOURS 









5. 

MY PREFERENCE 
FOR NEXT DUTY 
IS: 

REA 

KIND OF DUTY 

LOCATION 


SHORE 

kind of DUTY 

location 


6. SECTIONS 6 THROUGH 12 TO BE 
FILLED IN BY REPORTING OFFICER 


NAME OF REPQHTINQ OFFICER 


RANK 


FILE NO. 


OFFICLAT.» STATUS BKIaATIVE TO OFFICER REPORTKD ON 


IS THIS OFFICES QUALIFIED TO PER« 
FORM ALL HIB r-i r~| 

PRESENT DUTIES? LJ YEB LJ NO 


INDICATE MORE HEBPONBISLE DUTiEB FOR WHICH HE IB IN TSAIHINO. (If none, m itate) 


DATE OP EXPECTED 
QUALIFICATION 


Cominenl On ipecUl or oulgUodlnp QuaJlCoatlnni et well as any physical defecU, which should be conaldered In determining the hlndi of duty to whRh he should be detailed. Only comrncntr od 
42Uallocations ilgninccnl la delalJIni should be eolered here. ANT COMMENTS REOARDINQ FITNESB FOR PROMOTION RBOULD ME ENTERED IN SECTION 12 ONT.Y OF PACK 1. 


< 

oc 

Q. , 
0. 
< 


FOR WHAT DUTIES IB HE RECOMMENDED? 


A3H0RC 


AFLOAT 


7 FOR EACH FACTOR OBSERVED CHECK THE APPBOPRIATE BOX TO lNDia\TB HOW THE OFFICER COMPARES WITH ALL OTHERS OF THE SAME RANK. (H^\S3IFICA- 
• TION AND COBP8 WHOSE PROFESSIONAL ABILITIES ARE KNOWN TO YOU PERSONALLY. DO NOT UMIT THIS COMPARISON ONLY TO THE OTHERS NOW UNDER 
TOUR (XIMMAND. DO NOT HESITATE TO MABK •'NOT OBSERVED ' ON ANY QUALITY WHEN APPROPRIATE. NO ENTRY WHICH IS MADE IN THIS SECTION WTLL ME 
CONSIDFRED AN UNBATISFACTORY REPORT WHICH MUST BK BEFERRED TO THE OFFICER POB S'rATEMKNT. ONLY ENTRIES DESIGNATED IN HECTIONB 8, 9. U 
AND 12 WILL B0 BO CONSIDERED. 


RATING factors 

Not 

Observed 

Within 

Bottom 

10% 

Within 

Next 

20% 

Wlihin 

Middle 

40% 

WIthIo 
Next Tep 

20% 

Within 

Top 

10% 

A. SEA OR ADVANCE BASE DUTY 

Hew does thU offieor eempara In; 
NOTE: ITEM (A3) TO BE 

MARKED FOB ALL OFFI- 
CEBK. 

1. STANDINO DECK WATCHES UNDERWAY! 





— 

- — 

2. ABIUTT TO COMMAND! 



-— 

-- 

S. PEnpORilANCE IN PRESENT DUTIES AS DESCRIBED IN SECTION 2, ABOMi! 



4. REACTIONS DURING EMERGENCIES f 



-- 

— 

-- 


5. PERFORMANCE AT BATTLE STATION OB IN BATTLE DUTIES! 




B. INITIATIVE AND 
RESPONSIBILin 

How well doe« this efficer: 

1. ASBUME RE8PONBIB1HTY WHEN SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS .VBK LACKING! 





— 


2. GIVE FRANK OPINIONB WHEN ABKED OB VOLUNTEEU THEM WHEN 
NECE88ABY TO AVOID MISTAKES! 



- -- 



3, FOLLOW THROUGH 1>KBPITB OBSTACLES IN CARRYING OUT REBPONRIHiLITlF^S 
A8BI0NED OR ASSUMED F 






C UNDERSTANDING AND SKILL 

H«w veil d«e. tlit. •ffl.er: 

1. UNDERSTAND INSTRUCTTIONS GIVEN. AND USB SUOOEBTIONB OFFERED? 







1 EXERCIBK JUDGMENT? 







3. RATE IN TECHNICAL COMPHTTENCE IN 

H18 SPECIALTY. IF ANY! (Name flnocUUy) 







D. LEADERSHIP 

H»w well dote thh effirer: 

1. INSPIRE BUBORDINATES TO WORK TO THE MAXIMUM OF THEIR CAPACITY? 



- 

— 



2. KPFECTiVELY DELEGATE TASKS AND AUTBOBITYF 





3. TRANSiOT ORDERS. INSTRUCTIONS, AND PLANS? 


- -- 




4. ORGANISE BIS WORK AND THAT OF THOSE UNDER HIB COMMAND OR 
BUPEUVlBiON! 





5. MAINTAIN DISCIPLINE AMONG THOSE UNDER HIS COilMAND OR DIRECTION? 





c. CONDUCT AND WORK HABITS 

iw ()>-*» lhl« c«mp.r« In: 

1. ABILHY TO WORK V/ITH OTHERS? 


- - 




-- 

2, ABILITY TO ADAl>T TO CHANGLNO NEEDS AND (XINDITIONST 





8. MIUTART CONT)UCT—BEARING, DRESB, COURTESY, ETC.? 








8 . 


INDICATE YOUR ATTITUDE TOWARD 

HAVIHO THIB OFFICES UNDER YOUR 
COMMANO, WOULD YOU; 


DEFINITELY NOT 

□ WANT HIM? 

(UNBATISFACTORY) 


□ 


PREIFER NOT 
TO HAVE HIM? 
(UNSATIBFACTOKT) 


□ 


BE SATISFIED 
TO HAVE HlMf 


□ 


RE PLEASED 
TO HAVE HIM? 


□ 


PARTICULARLY 
DESIRE HIMT 


Conclderlng All Offlcsri ot the Same Sank, 

Classlheallon and Corps, Whose Protetslonal 
Abilities Are Known to You Personally, 
Would You Promote Him: 


□ 


(Check one) 

UNDER NO 

Cl RcuikfsT ANCEs ?rn 

(UmatDIftclory) | I 


IF WFRE 
TO BE I—I 

PROMOTED? LJ 


IF 70% wiznp, 
TO BE 
PROMOTED? 


□ 


IF 30Ve WERE IP ONLY 10^ 
TO BE I—) WERE TO BE 

PROMOTED? LJ PROMOTED r 


Qk How many DfHecrs are Included In the 
group used tor the romparlton In 9af 

□ 10 OB n TO I—I OVER 

LESS LJ 50 LJ SO 


IQ 60MMEHT IN SECTION iYaNO GIVE REFEHEKCE HERE TD ANY C0MMEN0A8LE D8 ADVERSE REPORTS THAT NAVE BEEN MADE ON THE OFFICER DURMG THIS PERIOD. 


it HAVE YOU ANY ADVERSE COMMENTS TO MAKE 8E0A80IHG THIB OFFICER’S 

HASyFANY^MENTAL^OR^MOyAt WEAKNESS WHICH ADVERSELY AFFECTS 
HIS EFFICIENCY? 


□ 

□ 


YES 

TBS 


NO 


□ 

□ NO 


If yea. eicpiain 
la Bsotlon 12. 


UNSATISFACTORY. Yes In either Item of Seetlen 11 
constitutes an unssllsfactory report end must be referred 
te the olhecr tor statement. 


iJ Give lu thU apaca a clear, concise appraisal of the officer reported on and hl» performonco of duly, Intiudinc any worlby of special nienllon. . , - 

monta of uniailBfoclory porforuoance. ability, character, or conduct lousl be re^rred lo the officer for stalcment. BUtotnentj of a conitructWe nature whh li refer lo minor Imporfectione or 1 «<^k " 
qualifications do not constllulo an uniallafaclory report. For ejcample: "Thla officer was • lltOe alow In jzeUlng started but Ip now roaklny good profresg" or •'TUU officor la well Qualified In hij 
pretenl dutlea but has had no exporience at aoa" would not bo unsatlafaclory In nature. 

Cheek One of these box of — I CONSIDER THIS REPORT TO BE CH SATIBI^ACTOBY O UNFAVORABLE CH UNBATrSPAOrOBT 


X_ 

< 


/ 

>- 

< 


O. 

2 

O, 

o 


(If additional space U nsedad attach extra sheet) 


8IQNATURE OF OFFICER REPORTEO ON~(Appli«a only to Sections I threugh 5) 


HJONATLfHK OF BEPOBTING OFFICBB 


Has this report been y 

shewn or referred to I_| 

ofTleer reports d en? j-^ ^ 


V/bta conipjofdd romovh corheo papw, forv/ord Pag#f J ood 2, ixof dofochod, lo BaP#rf* ??efala Pay# 3 for QualJficaffofi Pwcord /acktf' 

PAGE I 













































































































































































































NAVPERS SI08 (REV. 6-45) 


PLEASE TYPE THIS FORM 
.If no typewritor U available usa Ink but be sure all eeples ai 
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DATE 


NAME 


SHIP OR STATION 


(latt) 


(first) 


(middle) 


RANK AND CLASSIFICATION 


FILE NO. 


PERIOD OF REPORT (mo., day. y«ar) 
DATK FROM I DATE TO 


DATE OF REPORTING TO 
PR>:.SENT SHIP OR STATION 

OCCASION FOR REPORT 

r-j DETACmiENT OF n DOTACHMENT OF REGULAR n rH 

1 _ 1 OFFICER REPORTED ON LJ UKPOUTINO SENIOR LJ SE^n-ANTHJAL LJ QUARTERLY L..J SPECIAL 

T DESCRIPTION OF DUTIES SINCE LAST FITNESS REPORT (List most recent first and describe aceurelely. Include periods of leave, transit, etn.. also 

PROM 

TO 

— 

Includa empleymant tf ship.) 

MO. 

YR. 

MO. 

jnri. 





- - - 



. —1 

1 












Has 

3. 


present duty changed since lust fltnesa report was submiltodf 


U Yet 


n 


Ne 


IF COURSES OF INSTRUCTION WERE COMPLETED DURINO PERIOD Op TIIIR REPORT. UST TITLE OF COURSE, LOCATION OF SCHOOL. 
LENCTU OF COURSE AND DATE COAU‘LETED. 


Are ynu physically quaUflefS 
for Sea Duty I 

C Yes D No D Knew 


4. If Aviator, Indicate Ne. of 
Flight Hours Last Two years 
for Each Type Alrrrslt (List 
Most Recent Type First) 

TYPE OF AIRCRAFT | 

1 




1 

i 

TOTAL 

NO. or HOURS 





1 

i 


5 MY PREFERENCE 

FOR NEXT DUTY 

IS: 

8E-V 

1 ICIND OF DITY 

LOCATION 

SHORE 

KIND OF DUTY 

LOCATION 


SECTION 6 TO BE FILLED IN BY 
REPORTING OFFICER 


NAME OF REPORTING OFFICER 


RANK 


FILE NO. 


OFFICIAL RTATUS RELATIVE TO OFFICER REPORTED ON 


eo 

UJ 

CO 

o 
0. 
oc - 
3 
O. 


IS THIS OFFICER QUALIFIED TO PER¬ 
FORM ALL HIS Q ^ 


INDICATE MORE RESPONSIBLE DUTIES FOR WHICH HE 18 IN TRAINING. (If none, •# state) 


PRESENT DUTIES? 


YES 


NO 


datt: of EXPEcna) 

QUALIFICATION 


(Comment on special or outstanding qualifications os uell as any physical defects, vvhlch should be considered in determining the kinds of duty to which ho ahould be deUlied. Only roinments ^ 
quallflcatlone significant In deUlllng should be oniered here. ANY C:OMMENTR REGARDING FITNESS FOR PROMOTION SHOULD BK ENTERED IN SECTION 12 ONLY OF PAOK 1. 


Ui 

O- 

c: 

o- 


< 

4C 

<■ 

ce 

OL - 
OL 

< 


FOR WHAT DUTIES 18 HE RECOMMENDED? 
ASHORE 


AFLOAT 


SIGNATURE OF OFFICER REPORTED ON (Applies only to Sections I through 5) 


SIGNATURE OF REPOBTINO OFFICER 


\riien complefed remove carboo paper, forward Pa^et 2 and 2, nof detached, to BuPeri. Hefaia Page $ for 

PAGE 2 


''OiUceFu QuaJlticatlon Record Jacket*, 


OWCER’S QUALIFICATION REPORT 


OFFICER QUALIFICATIONS RECORD 



When completed remove carbon paper, forward Pages I and 2, cof detached, to BuPen. Hefoia Page 3 for "Oiheer’a QuafificaUoa Hooord /aoJbef'. 

PAGE 3 





































































































































































"Q.UGstions for Ratces** 


Ranlc_ Corp Line Aviation Staff 

1* What is your feeling toward the UoS.Navy fitness repbrt•eyotem? 


2* What knowledge do you have of the contents of your last fitness 
report? Full_^Partial_Hone_Rumor_• 

3. If the answer to 3 above is Full or Partial , hov/ did you gain 
this knowledge? 


4, How do you feel about the discussion of fitness reports 
between the rater and the ratee? ^i/hy? 


5* Do you presently intend to make a lifetime career of being a 
Haval Officer? Yes_ Bo _• 

6, Are you interested in improving yourself as a Haval Officer? 
Yes Ho • 


7. Do you feel that your superiors have a fair understanding of 
your capabilities and limitations as a Haval Officer? 

Y e s_^H 0 _Par t i ally \i/hy? 


8, Do you feel that your equals have a fair understanding of your 
capabilities and limitations as a Haval Officer? 

Y e s_ B 0 _P a r t i al 1 y V /hy? 


9« Do you feel that your subordinates have a fair understanding 
of your capabilities and limitations as a Haval Officer? 

Y e s_^H 0 _^P a r t i al 1 y Why? 













'’Q.ucstions for Ratces” 


G3 


Pap:e 2 

10, Do you feel that you are aware of your own strengths and weah 
nesses as a Naval Officer? Yes_^Ho_^Partially "Why? 


11, Do you make any concrete attempts to improve your shortcomings 
as a Naval Officer? Yes_^No_If yes, how? 


12« Do you consiously make an effort to appear at your “best for a 
short period "before your fitness report is due for su"bmission? 
Yes No ♦ 


13« Do you know what standards of performance your rater has set 
up for you to meet as a Naval Officcr?Ycs_^No_• 

14, How well do you think that you measure up to those standards? 
V/hy? 


15«> If you were offered an opportunity to choose your next billet 
in the Navy, v/ould you know how to choose one whore your 
abilities would be best displayed? Yes_No W hy? 


16* If you were offered one year in college (or other training) 
v/ith a free choice of courses, would you know how to pick 
the type courses v/hich would improve your general ability as 
a Naval Officer? Yes No W hy? 


Do you feel that your fitness reports will properly represent 
you to promotion boards and in your official record? 

Yes_No , W hy? 


17, 
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“O.uestions for R£?,ters not Advocating, a Discussion” 

Rank___ Years Commissioned Service 5 10 15 20 25 30 

!♦ What is your attitude toward the U.S.Navy fitness report system? 


2, Do you helieve that fitness reports can he of any value to the 
Navy other than selecting officers for promotion and assignments? 

Yes_^No_j If yes, what other values? 


3, It is assumed that every officer having responsibility for others 
sets in his mind standards against which he measures the perform¬ 
ance of subordinates. How do you communicate to the subordinate 
his performance with respect to these standards? 


4, Have you ever discussed a subordinate’s work performance with 

him? Yes__• 

5. (a) Have you ever discussed a fitness report with a subordinate? 

Yes_ ^0 _. 

(b) If yes, why did you discuss it with him? 


6. If the reason for 5(b) above is other than "required by regulat¬ 
ions", (a) what was the attitude of the subordinate toward the 
discussion? (b) what was your attitude? 





“Q.uestions for Raters not Advocating a Discussion*' 


Page 2 

7, If 6 atove wao answered, (a) did the work performance of the 

subordinate improve after the discussion? Yes_^No_| (b) 

was there any resentment on the part of the subordinate after the 
discussion? 


8, If regulations required a. discussion of...fitness reports with' the 
ratee prior to submission to the Bureau of Naval Personnel, i/hat 
would be your personal objections to such a procedure? 


9, Would your objections be the same if you were with a unit afloat? 




”Q.uestions for Raters Advocating a Discussion” 


Ran)c_Years Commissioned Service 5 10 15 20 25 30 

1« "What is your attitude toward the U.S.Navy fitness report system? 


2. Why do you discuss fitness reports with ratees? 


3# Briefly, how do you proceed with the discussion of fitness 
reports with ratees? 


4. Do you believe that fitness reports can be of any value to the 
Navy other than selecting officers for promotion and assign¬ 
ments? Yes_ No_J If yes,how? 


5« It is assumed that every officer having responsibility for 

others sets in his mind standards against which he measures the 
performance of subordinates. How do you communicate to the 
subordinate his performance with respect to these standards? 


6. What has been the effect on the ratees v;ith whom you discussed 
fitness reports? 





“Q.uestions for Raters Advocating a Discussion” 


6? 


Page 2 

7* What has heen the effect on discipline among those with whom 
you have discussed fitness reports? 


8* Have you ever experienced a feeling of inadequacy or embarr¬ 
assment in discussing fitness reports with subordinates? 

Yes_ No_. 

9, (a) Have any ratees expressed resentment toward you after the 
discussion? Yes No • 

(■b) If yes, about what percentage? 

10# After interviewing subordinates regarding fitness reports, do 

you feel that the command (unit) has been strengthened?_ 

weakened?_ unchanged?_ 

11# As a resulb of an interview regarding fitness reports, do 
you feel that you have a better understanding of the ratee? 
Yes No • 


12# Do you feel that the time required to discuss fitness reports 
has been wasted? Yes_ No_; Why? 


13# Do you feel there would be any essential difference between 
units afloat and ashore regarding discussing fitness reports? 
Yes_ No_# If yes, what differences? 


14# Do you think that a discussion of fitness reports between 
the rater and the ratee should be required by regulations 
in all cases? Yes_ No_• If no, please explain# 
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"Comparison of Fitness Reports” 

1* This fitness report (has)(has not) been referred to the ratee* 

2# The ratee’s rank is_. His classification is _• 

3# Referring to sections 7,8 and 9a, the percentile rating is: 

• 
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4, This report is classified by the rater as: 

Satisfac'tory_Unfa'/orable_ Unsatisfacto-^y_ 

5a The total number of items observed in section 12 is _ 
6» Referring to section 12, complete the following form: 
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Constructive 

Criticism 

Negative 
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Personality 
(Character) 
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Responsibility 





Conduct 





Work Methods 





Work Performance 





Ability 
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I’or qiiestion ri:.Lt-oer four, wifii the co:^'olned ^sroups, 
eiidity-three percent deoirc the diocussion, seventeen per¬ 
cent oppose it* 

Vuestions nu cere tv/elve and fifteen were not listed in 
Itlis table because 100 percent of the replies -ore 71,5 in 


both cases# 
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listed on iiio forms in thin section* 
tjignlfleant differences exist in the total nurfoer of 
’^.cX'tcc placed in the rorcentile ratine for the higjiest ten 
T^orcent colucn ‘-na the next twenty percent coliarn for sect¬ 
ion seven alone and sections ocivcn, eight and nine(a) when 
totaled* The »' 0 ’.rhs on fitness rc.i orto cho\/K to rateeo were 
sifrnificantly larger in the hichest ten percent colunn* The 
cemrutations for these differences are given below* 
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“Comparison of Fitness Reports*' 

1* This fitness report (has) (hagc"been referred to the ratee* 

2, The ratee’s rank is _« His classification is _• 

3. Referring to sections 7,8 and 9a, the percentile rating is: 
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4, This rf^pcTt is classified hy the rater a,s: 


13 128 535 662 


Satisfact _Unfavorable_Unsatisfactory_ 

5o The total number of items observed i]i section 12 is _ 
6a Referring to section 12, complete the following form: 
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“Comparison of Fitness Reports" 

1* This fitness report (iisca) (has not) been referred to the ratee. 

2. The ratee^s rank is_. His classification is _• 

3* Referring to sections 7,8 and 9a, the percentile rating is: 
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Section 7 Tot. 307 2 17 123 570 425 


4, This r(-*pr?t is classified oy the rater as 


Sa-tisfac'c ory_Unfa'/orable_ Unsatisfa,cto; 4 >y_ 

5o The total ni-mber of items observed in section 12 is ^ 
6, Referring to section 12, complete the following form; 
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